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Y outhful Offender Block Grant Summary

COUNTY PROGRAMS AND INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION

A key element of Senate Bill 81's (SB 81) juvenile justice realignment was the provision
of grants to county probation departments to develop or enhance programming, staffing
and facilities to manage the youthful offenders no longer eligible to be committed to, and
those returned from, the Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). Beginning September 1,
2007, DJJ stopped accepting juvenile court commitments and parole violators convicted
of other than the most violent, serious offenses delineated in Welfare and Institutions
Code (WIC) Section 707(b) and/or specified sex offenses. The less serious juvenile
offenders — the so-called non 707(b) offenders — became the responsibility of local
jurisdictions so, as the Governor said in announcing the realignment, they could “benefit
from programs within their communities and be closer to potential support networks.”*
The 2007-08 state Budget included $23 million from the General Fund for the first
(partial) year Youthful Offender Block Grant (YOBG) to support counties’ work with
juvenile offenders. The block grant amount is to increase to a total of $92 million by
2010-11.

Senate Bill 81 required county probation departments to report to the Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) by January 1, 2008, what they intended to pay for with their
first year Youthful Offender Block Grants. Analysis of these reports indicates that,
overall, counties sought to use grant funds to develop and/or enhance assessment
capacity and to strengthen a wide array of programs and services. Most counties
reported using the grant dollars for more than one kind of service or intervention and all
counties sought to use the first year grant to fill what they perceived as their most
important gaps in service for juvenile offenders.

YOBG Fund Distribution

— YOBG funds were Average YOBG Funds Per 100 Population by County
provided to counties Size (Counties smaller than 20,000 excluded)
based on a formula $150

comprised of a

combination of each | %207 $108.89
county’s population, $90 -

juvenile offender $60.38 $58.93

population, serious $60 -

offenses by juveniles and

previous history of 330 1

commitment to CYA/DJJ. $0 |

The formula provided the Large Medium Small

state’s smallest counties a
minimum of $58,000 regardless of their juvenile offender histories.

1 Office of the Governor, Press Release, “Governor Schwarzenegger Releases $23 Million for Counties to

Implement Juvenile Justice Reforms,” 12/4/2007
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In the aggregate, the 14 large counties (populations greater than 700,000) received
$17.544 million; Los Angeles County alone was allocated more than $5 million. The 13
medium size counties (populations between 700,000 and 200,000) received a total of
$3,057,000 while the 31 small counties (populations less than 200,000) received a total
of $2,056,000. When viewed on a per capita basis, YOBG funding was distributed
relatively more evenly.

How First Year Youthful

Offendar Block Grants Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds for New or
Were Used — Enhanced Assessment Tools
A t In  keepi 5%

ssessment:  In keeping %

with SB 81's emphasis on | 60% A
evidence based practices,
which begin with
assessment of offenders | 30%-
risks to reoffend, 45 % of | ., |
counties said they intended
to use some or al of their 0% A
first year YOBG funds to
acquire assessment tools B New O Enhanced
and/or to enhance

assessment instruments already in place.

45% -

Large Medium Small All

Programs and Services. Almost all counties (95 %) said they would be using grant funds to add
and/or enhance programs and services. The following charts indicate the kinds of programs and
services for which probation departments were targeting their first year YOBG allocations,
including probation services, mental health services, substance abuse services, vocationa
programming, wellness programs and reentry / aftercare programming..

Percent of Counties Using YOBG Percent of Counties Using YOBG
Funds to Provide New and/or Funds for New or Enhanced Mental
Enhanced Probation Services Health Services

100% 100%
3%
80% - 23% 32% 19% 80% -
50%
60% A 60% A
36%
40% - 54% 86%
’ 40% + 0 77% 42%
29% 60%
04 4
20% 20%
0% 0%
Large Medium  Small All T e weaem e
B New O Enhanced O Both O New O Enhanced
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Percent of Counties Using YOBG Percent of Counties Using YOBG
Funds for New or Enhanced Funds for New or Enhanced Vocational
Substance Abuse Programs Programs

100% 100%

80% A 80% -

60% A 60%

40% A 40% A
69% 55%
20% - 20% -
13%
0% - . — 0% -
Large Medium Small All Large Medium Small All

ONew B Enhanced B New B Enhanced O Both

Percent of Counties Using YOBG
Funds for New or Enhanced Re-
Entry/Aftercare Programs

Percent of Counties Using YOBG
Funds for New or Enhanced Wellness

Programs
100% 100%
80% - 80% -
7%
60% - 60% -
2%
04 0 40% A
40% 64% - s %
° 38% 26%
20% A 20% -
- 23% 14%
0, 0
0% | . : : 0% T 8% T T
Large Medium  Small All Large Medium Small All
B New O Enhanced O New O Enhanced O Both

As is evident from these displays, small counties focused their funding primarily on securing
assessment tools (61%); enhancing their probation programs, supervision, and case management
capacity (80%); strengthening their mental health treatment programs (50%); and strengthening
substance abuse treatment programs (45%).

Medium size counties similarly focused on enhancing their probation programs, supervision and
case management capacity (92%); strengthening their mental health treatment programs (77%);
and strengthening substance abuse treatment programs (69%). They additionally sought to
augment their programming in such ‘wellness areas as anger management, cognitive
restructuring, motivational interviewing, life skills, and/or effective decision making (62%) and
their vocational and reentry programming (46% each). Two counties reported developing or
enhancing comprehensive day and/or evening reporting programs.

The majority of large counties (93%) reported that they would be using first year grant funds to

enhance their probation programs, supervision and case management capacity; 86% were also
strengthening their mental health treatment programs; and 93% reported using grant funds to

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan Appendix Page 3



enhance substance abuse treatment programs. Large counties additionally sought to augment
their programming in such ‘wellness areas as anger management, cognitive restructuring,
motivational interviewing, health, and effective decision making (71%); vocational programming
(50%); and reentry programming, including health, housing and transportation (71%).

Staffing and Infrastructure:
Counties additionally
identified  staffing  and
infrastructure issues related
to the programming they
sought to implement.
Twenty jurisdictions planned
to use some portion of their
first year YOBG funds to
contract for beds and/or
program services from public
agencies or nonprofit
community service providers.
own planned to ensure
adequate confinement
capacity by contracting for
beds in other counties.

Fifty-five percent of counties
said they would need to add
probation staff to implement
the programs and services in
their YOBG plans. Twenty-
one percent identified the
need to add health, mental
health and/or substance abuse
treatment staff as well.

Thirty-five percent of the
small counties reported that
they intended to add
probation staff, while 77% of
the medium size counties and
79% of the large counties
intended to use first year
YOBG funds to add
probation staff. Only 8% of
medium size and 10% of
small counties planned to use
first year funds to add
treatment staff, while 57% of

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds for In & Out of
County Contract Beds and Programming

4 29%

'm B E .

38% 35% 34%

Large Medium Small All

Counties with no, or insufficient, custody or camp beds of their

Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds to Add
Probation Staff

100%

75% A

50% -

25% A

0% -

79%

7%

55%

Large Medium Small All

Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds to Add
Treatment Staff

100%

80% -

60% -

40%

20% -

0% -

57%

21%

Small All

Medium

Large

large counties intended to do so.
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Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds to Train Staff

Training: In order to prepare | 1900
staff to effectively deliver

new or enhanced programs 80% 1
and/or to deal with the more
serious juvenile offenders | 60% {509 54%

who were being realigned to 39%
local custody, 45% of 40% 1
counties said they would use
some of their first year
funding to train staff.
Training was needed to

45%

20% A

0% T T T
Large Medium Small All

address such areas as
motivational interviewing, dealing with aggressive behavior, use and interpretation of assessment
tools, case management and other related topics. Thirty-nine percent of small counties, 54% of
medium size counties and 50% of large counties said they would direct some of their grant
dollarsto train staff in their new programs and modalities.

Equipment qnd/or Squ“eS: Percent of Counties Using YOBG Funds to Purchase
The last magjor category of Equipment or Supplies
expenditures anticipated for | 1009
first year YOBG funds was
the purchase of necessary 80%
equipment and/or supplies

related to the new programs 60% 1 46%
and/or new populations.
Forty-one  percent  of
probation departments said 20% -
they would use grant funds
to acquire such equipment 0%
and supplies as cars, radios, Large
laptop computers,

electronic monitoring devices and materials related to assessment, among other things. Twenty-
nine percent of small counties, 46% of medium size counties and 64% of large counties reported
allocating some of their grant dollars to the purchase of equipment and supplies.

64%

41%

40% A 29%

Medium Small All
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IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS REPORTS, APRIL 2008

In mid-March, the Corrections Standards Authority, at the request of one of its members,
surveyed probation departments as to the progress they were making with their YOBG program
implementation. Departments were asked to report their accomplishments through April 30,
with regard to getting programs and services up and going and any major barriers to
implementation they were experiencing.

They were also asked to report:

e the number of minors served to date

e what percent of their first year Y OBG allocation had been spent to date

e whether they were collecting data to measure outcomes and, if not, whether they were

planning to do so after full implementation, and

e whether they were implementing an assessment tool as part of realignment
Finally, departments were asked to name the assessment instrument(s) being introduced as part
of realignment, as well as those they were continuing to use, i.e., those that were in place prior to
realignment.

Analysis of the responses to this update survey, again sorted and displayed by county size, are
summarized in the following graphics. The progress report data shows that, as early as four (4)
months into realignment, county probation departments were making significant progress in
planning and implementing major elements of realignment consistent with the intent of SB 81.
While many departments believed they could not begin spending YOBG funds until their
Juvenile Justice Development Plans were approved by the Corrections Standards Authority at its
March 20, 2008, Board meeting, nonetheless planning, operational design/decision making and
implementation steps were well under way at the time of the Implementation Progress Reports.

Youth Served and Dollars Expended —
Eligible Offenders in DJJ:

SB 81 became effective Average Number of County Non 707(b) Commitments
September 1, 2007. At that as of September 9, 2007

time, according to DJJ, 80

there were 1,272 non 64.6

707(b) youth in DJJ, 696 | 60
of those youth were in DJJ
facilities and 576 were on 40 |
DJJ parole. As could be
expected, the greatest | , |
number of non 707 (b)
offenders came from the
larger counties, with the 14
largest counties averaging
nearly 65 non 707(b) youth
each. The 13 medium size counties had an average of 20.5 such offenders each, while the 31
small counties were responsible for an average of approximately 3 non 707(b) offenders each in
DJJ.

3.3

Large Medium Small
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Once SB 81 became operational, counties began to receive youth formerly committed to DJJ for
non 707(b) offenses and DJJ parolees in varying numbers and at different times. Juvenile courts
aso began to commit to
probation departments the
newly adjudicated non
707(b) offenders who were
no longer eligible to be
sent to DJJ.

Average Number of Youth Who Had Received
Program Services Through April 30, 2008

40

30 A

20.2
20 17.9

Implementation of YOBG
Services. Given the fact
that there was a very short
start up time  for
realignment and very little 0 ' ) '
ability to predict the Large Medium Small
numbers of youth who

would be immediately requiring county services, it is remarkable that, as early as April of 2008,
probation departments were able to begin providing services with block grant funds to this and
related populations of offenders. Through April 2008, 735 youth had received services through
Y OBG funded programs.

10 A 7.1

YOBG Funds Expended: Again noting that many counties believed they could not expend
YOBG dollars until CSA had approved their plans, nonetheless, within the first quarter of the
first funding year, 35 probation departments — in 71.4% of the large counties, 69.2% of the
medium size counties and 51.6% of the small counties — had begun to use their YOBG monies.
Across county sizes, there was general consistency in the proportion of first year funding
expended, with most departments that used YOBG dollars expending somewhat less than a
quarter of thefirst year’ s allocation in the first quarter of start up.

Percent of Counties That Had Spent Average Percent of First Year Funds
Grant Dollars Through Spent
April 30,2008 100%
100%

80% -

80% 1~ 71.4% 69.2%
60% -

60% 51.6%
40%

40% A
200 17.4% 15.6% 17.2%

0% T T
0% : : ’ .
Large Medium small Large Medium Small
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In the large and medium
Size counties, programs
and/or services had been in
active planning, start up or

Grant-Supported Programs/Services: Average
Number of Months in Operation

operation for nearly three 5
months at the time of the 4
update survey. Small 3]
counties, with a variety of 18
startup challenges, reported 27
having had their programs 11
in active planning, start up 0.
or operation for 1.8 months. Large Medium small

Kinds / Categories of Programs Implemented -- CSA asked each department to identify its
progress implementing each and al of the programs or services for which the county had
reported the intention to use YOBG dollars.> As noted previously, there was a great deal of
variety in program choices among counties, some elected multiple options while others chose
only one or two. On average, the larger counties — which had more offenders as well as more
dollars to spend — opted to undertake more types of program and/or service expansion than did
the small counties.

Overall, YOBG funded efforts fell into thirteen general categories. These are displayed in the
table below:

Categories Of Programs/ Services Chosen By Counties
For YOBG Funding

Assessment Tool(s) Miscellaneous Program Types

Probation Supervision/Programs/Case Mgmt. | Contract for Beds and/or Services

Mental Health Programs Add Probation Staff
Substance Abuse Programs Add Treatment Staff
Vocational Programs Staff Training

Wellness Programs Purchase Equipment/Supplies

Re-Entry and Aftercare Programs

Although many of the programs described as “Vocational,” “Wellness” and “Reentry” are
“Probation” programs as well, the analysis of county reports made an effort to separate out those
specialized programs. The category of Wellness Programs included such efforts as anger
management, cognitive restructuring, motivational interviewing, life skills development, health
and/or effective decision making, among others. Miscellaneous Programs included such

2 Please refer to summary each county’s Y OBG First Y ear Funding plan in Appendix 22?
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interventions as Girls' Circle, other gender specific programs, interactive journaling, recreational
programming and the like.

The following tables and charts indicate the frequency of use of each of these categories of
programs and/or services and the percentage of each of the kinds of programs and/or servicesin
progressin the small, medium size and large counties at the time of the April update.

Number Of Counties Choosing Each Type Of
Program or Service
: 14 Large 13 Medium 31 Small
FrogrenEiEEntdes Counties Counties Counties
Assessment Tool(s) 5 4 21
Probation Programs 14 12 26
Mental Health Programs 13 10 16
Substance Abuse Programs 14 10 14
Vocational Programs 9 7 4
Wellness Counseling 11 8 11
Re-Entry and Aftercare 11 6 8
Miscellaneous Programs 7 3 11
Contract for Beds 4 5 11
Add Staff --Probation 12 10 12
Add Staff --Treatment 8 1 3
Train Staff 8 7 14
Equipment Supplies 8 5 11
Total 124 88 162
Average Number of the 13 Program/Service Types
Chosen by the Size Categories
12
8.9
g 4
6.8

6 4 5.2

3 4

0 4

Large Medium Small
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Per centage Of Programs I n Progress

Programs'senioes | ok | *Comies | Counies
Assessment Tool(s) 100.0% 100.0% 90.0%
Probation Programs 100.0% 91.7% 96.2%
Mental Health Programs 100.0% 90.0% 100.0%
Substance Abuse Programs 100.0% 90.0% 92.9%
Vocational Programs 100.0% 85.7% 100.0%
Wellness Counseling 100.0% 87.5% 100.0%
Re-Entry and Aftercare 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Miscellaneous Programs 100.0% 100.0% 90.9%
Contract for Beds 100.0% 80.0% 90.9%
Add Staff --Probation 100.0% 70.0% 91.7%
Add Staff --Treatment 100.0% 100.0% 66.7%
Train Staff 100.0% 100.0% 92.9%
Equipment Supplies 62.5% 80.0% 90.9%
Total 97.1% 90.4% 92.5%

Percentage of Programs/Servicesin Progress by
Size Category

100%

80% -
04 -
60% 83.4% o 68.8%
40% -
20% -
13.7% 17.3% 23.7%
0% T
Large Medium Small
O Fully implemented O Implementation in Progress

Data Collection — In addition to reporting on their implementation progress and the use of
YOBG dollars, counties were also asked whether they were collecting data on participation in
and outcomes of their YOBG funded programs. Those who said they were not currently
collecting this information were asked if they intended to do so when their programs were fully
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operaltional. All of the large Data Collection on YOBG Program / Service
counties, 92.4% of the Outcomes

medium size counties and 100%
77% of the small counties
sad they ether were
collecting or were planning
to collect this data. 40%

20% A

80% A

60% -

0% -

Large Medium Small
B Already Collecting Data O Plan to Collect Data

Assessment Tools — The final questions in the update survey were specific to assessment
instruments. Counties were asked to identify assessment tools they may have been using prior to
realignment and those they were implementing as part of realignment. The survey asked, “Have
you implemented an assessment tool as part of realignment? If yes, which one? If not, are you
using something that was already in place?’

Five of the large county departments (35.7%) and four of the medium size counties’ departments
(30.8%) responded that they were implementing one or more assessment instruments as part of
realignment. More than half of the small counties' departments (21 or 67.7%) said they intended
to do so. Thus 30 of California’s 58 juvenile probation departments are using or intend to use
Y OBG funding to purchase and/or implement one or more assessment instruments.

Another 32 counties (12 large, 10 medium size, and 10 small) reported that they were continuing
to use assessment tools already in place.

The specific assessment tools named by probation departments as among either those that were
being implemented as part of realignment or those that were already in place include, but are not
limited to, the Addiction Severity Index (ASl); the Detention Risk Assessment Instrument
(DRALI), the Juvenile Assessment and Intervention System (JAIS), the Level of Services
Inventory-Revised (LSI-R), the Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument (MAYSI and
MAY SI-2) for mental health screening, the Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT ), the
Risk and Resiliency tool (R&R), the Static 99 (related to sex offenders), and the Y outh Level of
Services Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). Some jurisdictions are using multiple
instruments and some of these tools are being used in multiple jurisdictions.
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ASSESSMENT TOOLS: FREQUENCY OF MENTION IN SURVEY
(Some counties listed mor e than one)

ASI 1
Auto Mon 1
Back on Track 5
COMPAS 2
DRAI 3
Home Grown including Risk & Resiliency 5
JAIS 1
LSI-R 1
MAY SI-2 5
PACT 26
Static 99 1
TAS 1
Unknown/None/Undecided 12
YLS/CMI 8

TOTAL 72

Conclusion — The foregoing analysis of probation departments’ Juvenile Justice Devel opment
Plans and their Implementation Progress Reports provide strong evidence that Y OBG monies are
being used, even in the least affluent counties, to introduce or expand the evidence based
practices envisioned in SB 81.

Whileit istoo early to say that realignment has been fully accomplished, or that it is more or less
successful, it is not too soon to see that counties have stepped up to the challenge of absorbing
more serious juvenile offenders and that probation departments are moving toward objective
assessment, case planning / case management, the use of evidence based practices and the
collection and reporting of outcome data, as hoped for by the drafters of SB 81.
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Statistical Appendix

CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON JUVENILE JUsTICE (CJJ)
SURVEY OF CALIFORNIA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
SURVEY: AuGuUsT 2008

REPORT: DECEMBER 2008

Section | Risk and Needs Assessments
Section |l  Continuum of Graduated Sanctions
Section Il Availability of Data Elements

Section IV Gaps/ Needs
Interagency Cooperation / Collaboration
Realignment of Non-707(b) Y outh

For questions or feedback, contact:
Karen Hennigan, Ph.D. (hennigan@usc.edu)
Kathy A. Kolnick, Ph.D. (kolnick@usc.edu)

Christopher Murray & Associates
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Statistical Appendix
California Commission on Juvenile Justice (CJJ) Survey
December 2008

Section |
Risk & Needs Assessmentsin Use by California County Probation
Departments
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Section | Table of Contents
Definitions of Risk and Needs A ssessments

Table

1 Assessments of the Risk of Re-Offending
2 Assessments of the Risk of Re-Offending by County Size

3 Assessments of Treatment-Related Needs

4 Juvenile Assessments for Detention / Release Decision, Classification
5 Timing of Assessments
6 Purposes of Assessments

Feasibility of Adding Categorical Levels of Risk of Re-Offending to the JCPSS
(Juvenile Court Probation Statistical System) by County Size

8 Categories Defined by Risk of Re-Offending Assessments
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Definitions of Risk and Needs Assessments

Four purposes for assessments were defined for this survey: two for intervention / treatment purposes
and two for detention-related purposes.

ASSESSMENT FOR INTERVENTION / TREATMENT PURPOSES

1% purpose is to assess RISK OF RE-OFFENDING

Judgments about risk of re-offending form the basis of important decisions regarding
the selection of the appropriate level of juvenile justice intervention or sanction.
Research shows that matching the juvenile's risk of re-offending to the intensity of
the intervention or sanction provided (higher risk = more intense response; lower risk
= very low intensity response) is critical to achieving favorable outcomes. A
validated "actuarial-type" risk assessment tool identifies youth with a low, medium or
high risk of re-offending based on empirically-weighted risk factors.

2" purposeisto assess TREATMENT-RELATED NEEDS
Treatment-related assessments can be broken down into two parts.

1. Traditional assessments used to identify physical health, mental health,
education and other specific treatment needs, and

2. Assessments of criminogenic risk / need factors based on the research literature.

Assessment tools designed to identify criminogenic risk / needs will, among other
things, measure a youth’s history of antisocia behavior; antisocial personality
patterns; antisocial attitudes, values and beliefs; and association with antisocial peers.

It is this second type of treatment-related assessment that is the subject of this part of
the survey.

ASSESSMENT FOR DETENTION-RELATED PURPOSES

3 purpose is to assess risks related to the DECISION TO DETAIN OR RELEASE
The decision whether to hold ajuvenile in a detention facility or release to a parent or
guardian should be based on legal requirements as well as judgments about risk to
self and others.

4" purpose isto assess CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION
This assessment provides the basis for making housing decisions based on the level
of threat that youth in secure facilities pose to themselves, to others in custody or to
the facility staff.
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Section|: Table1

Assessments of the Risk of Re-Offending1 in Use Statewide by CA County Probation Departments2

Assessment of Risk of Re-Offending (as reported August 2008) Frequency Percent
3

PAC.:T . 22 42%
Positive Achievement Change Tool
BOT

0,
Back on Track 6 11%
YLS/CMI _ 6 11%
Y outh Level of Service/Case Management Inventory
RRC

0,
Risk and Resiliency Check-up 3 6%
JAIS-NCCD Juvenile Assessment & Intervention System/ 3 6%
National Council on Crime and Delinquency °
NIC  Juvenile Risk and Need Assessment 5 4%
Orange County /National Institute of Corrections 0
COMPAS 5 4%
Correctional Offender Management Profile for Alternative Sanctions 0
Locally-developed risk assessment 4 8%
(Madera, Santa Clara, Santa Barbara, Tehama) °
Nong inuse . 5 9%
(Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno, Kings, Mono)
Tota 53 100%

! Validated risk assessments of this type are a critical component of evidence-based practices in juvenile justice.

* Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Five of the

58 counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. According to the JJDP 2006 survey, Amador County was

using RRC; Del Norte was using an assessment developed locally; Modoc, Plumas and Sierra were not using a risk assessment (for re-offending) at that
time.

3 Many of the counties reporting use of this tool were to begin training during Fall 2008 and active implemention beginning in December 2008.
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Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

Section |: Table 2

Assessments of the Risk of Re-Offending in Use' by County Size’ in CA County Probation Departments

Very Small Small Medium Large All
Risk of Future Offending
Freq % |Freq % |Freq % |Freq % |Freq %

PACT

. . 6  75% 5  50% 8  38% 3 21% | 22 42%
Positive Achievement Change Tool v v v 0 0
BOT
Back on Track 0 1 10% | 4 19% 1 7% 6 11%
YLS/CMI
Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory 0 2 20% 2 10% 2 14% 6 1%
RRC
Risk and Resiliency Check-up 0 i 2 M%) 3 6%
JAISNCCD Juvenile Assessment & Intervention System/
National Council on Crime and Delinquency 0 0 2 10% ! 7% 3 6%
NIC  Juvenile Risk and Need Assessment
Orange County /National Institute of Corrections 0 0 ! >% ! 7% 2 4%
COMPAS
Correctional Offender Management Profile for Alternative 0 0 0 2 14% 2 4%
Locally developed Risk Assessment o o o
(Madera, Santa Clara, Santa Barbara, Tehama) 0 0% ! 10% 2 10% ! % 4 8%
None in use o o
(Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno, Kings, Mono) 2 25% 0 0% 2 10% 1 % > 9%
Total’ 8 100% | 10 100% | 21 100% | 14 100% | 53 100%

! Validated risk assessments of this type are a key component of evidence-based practices in Juvenile Justice.

? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Very small counties
had less than 35,000 population; small counties had between 35,000 and 100,000 population; medium counties had between 100,000 and 700,000 population;
and large counties had over 700,000 population in 2004. The eight very small counties responding to the survey are Alpine, Colusa, Glenn, Inyo, Lassen,
Mariposa, Trinity. The ten small counties responding are: Calaveras, Lake, Mendocino, Nevada, San Benito, Siskiyou, Sutter, Tehama, Tuolomne and Yuba.
The twenty-one medium counties include: Butte, El Dorado, Humboldt, Imperials, Kings, Madera, Marin, Merced, Monterey, Placer, San Joaquin, San Luis
Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, Shasta, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare and Yolo; leaving fourteen large counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno,
Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Ventura.

? Counties that did not particpate in this survey are Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. According to the JJDP 2006 survey, Amador County was
using RRC; Del Norte was using an assessment developed locally; and Modoc, Plumas, and Sierra were not at that time using a risk assessment (for re-

offending).
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Section|: Table 3

Assessments of Treatment-Related Needs' in Use Statewide by CA County Probation Departments2

Assessment of Criminogenic Needs (as reported August 2008) Frequency Percent
PACT®

. . 22 42%
Positive Achievement Change Tool 0
BOT
Back on Track > 0%
YLS/CMI 5 9%
Youth Level of Service/Case Management |nventory ?
RRC
Risk and Resiliency Check-up 3 6%
JAIS-NCCD Juvenile Assessment & Intervention System ) 49
/ National Council on Crime and Delinquency v
COMPAS 5 4%

Correctiona Offender Management Profile for Alternative Sanctions

MAYSI (alone and with other assessments) 5 9%
Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument v

Locally developed 5 10%
(Kings, Madera, Placer, Santa Clara, Tehama) 7

None 4 3%
(Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno, Mono) ¢

Total 53 100%

! Validated assessments of treatment-related criminogenic needs are a critical component of evidence-based practices in juvenile justice.

“ Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Five of 58
counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. According to the JJDP 2006 survey, Amador County was using
RRC, Del Norte was using a locally-developed assessment tool with 15 domains, Modoc was using a locally-developed assessment tool, Plumas did not
assess need, and Sierra used an assessment tool for their mentally ill offender program.

} Many of the counties reporting use of this tool were to begin training during Fall 2008 and active implemention beginning in December 2008.
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Section |: Table 4

Juvenile Assessments for Detention / Release Decision® in Use by CA County Probation Departments”

Detention/ Release Decision Assessments (as reported August 2008) Frequency Percent
Validated assessment in use 11 21%
Assessment in use that has not been validated or validation status is unknown 22 42%
No formal assessment used® 20 6%
(reliance on protocal, statuatory guidelines, informal process)

Tota 53 100%

lus ng avalid assessment at intake to inform the decision to detain, release, or use an aternative to detention is a best practice.

? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Five
of 58 counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. Use of detain / release decision assessments
was not addressed by the JJDP 2006 survey.

Juvenile Detention Classification Assessments’in Use by CA County Probation Departments2

Detention Classification Decisions (as reported August 2008) Frequency Percent
Formal assessment tool used for classification 11 21%
Reliance on protocol for classification 4 8%
No formal method of classification used 38 2%
Total 53 100.0%

! valid assessments that inform decisions on housi ng are important in secure facilities to keep order and protect more vulnerable youth. While
many of the counties do not report using formal assessment tools, most county facilties do identifity separate pods for boys and girls, younger
and older, and aggressive and vulnerable youth.

% Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
Five of 58 counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. Use of classification assessments was not
addressed by the JJDP 2006 survey.
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Section|: Table5

Timing of Assessments Used by CA County Probation Departments'

Type of Assessment
(asreported August 2008)

Risk of Re-Offending

Treatment-Related Needs

Detention Decisions

When is assessment

o 2 2 o 2
administered? Freq % Cum % Freq % Cum% Freq Cum %
Assessed by law enforcement 0 0 0 0 N
prior to referra to probation ! 2% 2% 1 2% 2%

Upon referral to probation 18 34% 36% 14  26% 28% --
Uponarrival al detentionor | 5 g0 000 | 5 g a38% 31 58%
prior to court hearing

When a petition is to be filed 5 9% 51% 1 2% 40% -

Upon adjudication 9 17% 68% 10 19% 58% -

At program intake 1 2% 5 9% 68% --

No answer 11 21% 12 23% 2 4%
No assessment taken 5 9% 5 9% 20 38%
Totals 53 100% 53 100% 53 100%
Is assessment repeated o 3 o 3

across time? B &% Cum % AT % Cum %

Be-assess at specified 15 8% 8% 15 23% 8%

intervals to track progress

Re-assess at specified 10 19% 47% | 10 19%  47%

intervals and at termination

Do not re-assess 23 43% 23 43%

No assessment taken 5 9% 5 9%

Totals 53 100% 53 100%

" Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey,
August 2008. Five of 58 counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra.

2 For risk of re-offending, the optimal time to administer the assessment is at or before adjudication; 68% of responding counties
do so. For treatment-related needs, the optimal time to administer the assessment is at or before program intake; 68% of
responding counties do so. For detention decisions, the optimal time to assess is upon intake at the detention facility; 58% of

responding counties assess do so.

3Forty-seven percent (47%) of responding counties re-assess risk of re-offending and treatment-related needs at specified
intervals and at termination, consistent with best practices.
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Section |: Table 6

Purposes of Assessmentsin Use by CA County Probation Departments®

O T O ESE E EEEE ES ale Risk of Re-Offending | Treatment-Related Needs
(as reported August 2008)

Categories are not mutually exclusive Frequency Percent? Frequency Percent’
Decision to file 14 29% -- --
Diversion decision 13 27% - -
Determine level of superivision 33 69% -- --
Determine referral to DA for petition 11 23% - -
Placement in specific program 21 44% 22 45%
For case management 32 67% 32 65%
Digpositional recommendation 23 48% -- --
Determine treatment options 20 42% 33 67%
Determine treatment options within a program -- -- 22 45%
Tota number of counties that use assessment 48 49

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
Five of 58 counties did not particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. Five of the remaining 53 counties
reported that they did not use assessments for risk of re-offending: Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno, Kings and Mono; 4 of the 53 counties did not
use assessments for treatment-related needs: Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno and Mono.

2 Percents based on responses from the 48 counties that use an assessment for risk of re-offending and the 49 counties that reported using

treatment-rel ated needs assessments.
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Section|: Table7

Feasibility of Adding Categorical Levels of Risk of Re-Offending to the JCPSS (Juvenile Court Probation Statistical System)
by County Size by CA County Probation Departments'

If JCPSS could accept the data, could you add level of risk of re-offending to the data already submitted?

Counties
Yes Y es, with difficulty No No assessment

Freg % Freg % Freg % Freg %
All 24 45% 13 25% 11 21% 5 9%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population)? 2 25% 0 0% 4 S0% 2 25%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population)” ° 60% 3 30% 1 10% 0 0%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 1 >2% 6 29% 2 10% 2 10%
Large
(over 700,000 population)? ! S0% 8 21% 3 21% 1 %

" Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Five of 58 counties did not
particpate in this survey: Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra.

% The eight very small counties responding to the survey are Alpine, Colusa, Glenn, Inyo, Lassen, Mariposa, Trinity. Theten small counties responding are: Calaveras,
Lake, Mendocino, Nevada, San Benito, Siskiyou, Sutter, Tehama, Tuolomne and Y uba. The twenty-one medium countiesinclude: Butte, El Dorado, Humboldt, Imperials,
Kings, Madera, Marin, Merced, Monterey, Placer, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, Shasta, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare and Y olo; leaving
fourteen large counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Claraand Ventura

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan Appendix Page 23



Section |: Table 8
Categories Defined by Risk of Re-Offending Assessmentsin Use by CA County Probation Departments'

Assessment (as reported August 2008) Four levels Three levels Two levels

PACT? Low, Mod, Mod-
Positive Achievement Change Tool High, High

BOT

Back on Track Low, Mod, High

YLS/CMI Low, Mod, High,
Y outh Level of Service/Case Management Inventory Very High

RRC Low, Mod, High,
Risk and Resiliency Check-up Intensive

JAIS-NCCD Juvenile Assessment & Intervention

System / National Council on Crime and Delinquency Low, Mod, High

NIC  Juvenile Risk and Need Assessment

Orange County /National Institute of Corrections Highest, Rest

COMPAS Correctional Offender Management

Profile for Alternative Sanctions Low, Mod, High

Locally-developed risk assessment

(Madera, Santa Clara, Santa Barbara, Tehama) Low, Mod, High

Nonein use
(Alpine, El Dorado, Fresno, Kings, Mono)

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Counties
that did not particpatein this survey are Amador, Ddl Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra. According to the JJIDP 2006 survey, Amador County was
using RRC that is scored Low, Medium, High, Intensive. Del Norte was using an assessment developed locally that is scored Low, Medium, High.
Modoc, Plumas and Sierrawere not using a risk assessment (for re-offending) at that time.

2 Many of the counties reporting use of this tool were to begin training during Fall 2008 and active implemention beginning in December 2008.
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Statistical Appendix
California Commission on Juvenile Justice (CJJ) Survey
December 2008

Section ||
Continuum of Graduated Sanctionsin Califor nia Juvenile Justice
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Definition of the Continuum of Graduated Sanctionsin California Juvenile Justice

A continuum of intervention programs from diversion to confinement is provided by each of 58 county
probation departments, with the highest level of confinement provided by the state Division of Juvenile
Justice (DJJ). Each level on this continuum varies by the intensity (duration and contact hours) and the
kinds of services provided.

Level A: Early Intervention (Non Court-Ordered)*
Includes youth referred to probation under WIC 654.1 or otherwise are serviced by probation
without formal court adjudication. In a snapshot of the California juvenile justice system in
August 2006, 13.1% of al youth were involved in interventions a this level.?

Level B: Regular Supervision
Includes youth ordered on juvenile probation under WIC 241.1, 601, 602, 654.2, 725a or 790
who are placed in programs of regular intensity. In a snapshot of the California juvenile justice
system in August 2006, 52.8% of all youth were involved in interventions at this level .2

Level C: Intensive Supervision
Includes youth ordered on juvenile probation under that same authority as above who are placed
in programs of higher intensity. In a snapshot of the California juvenile justice system in August
2006, 9.1% of all youth wereinvolved in interventions at this level .2

Note: Characteristics of court-ordered placement out of the home were not surveyed here
because these programs are neither county nor state run. In a snapshot of the juvenile justice
system in August 2006, 3.7% of al youth were placed in private group or foster homes.?

Level D: County Juvenile Hall Facilities
Youthful offenders may be held in juvenile hall pending adjudication; after adjudication as a
short term punishment; after adjudication pending placement in a group home, probation
ranch/camp or residential treatment center; or pending court action in adult court or transfer to
DJJ. In a snapshot of the California juvenile justice system in August 2006, 5.9% of all youth
were in ajuvenile detention facility.?

Level E: County-L evel Facilities (most are secure)
Y outhful offenders, typically those who have continued to offend or have not cooperated with
community supervision, may be ordered to a probation ranch / camp or a residential treatment
facility. In a snapshot of the California juvenile justice system in August 2006, 3.7% of all youth
were involved in ranch / camp interventions.?

Level F: County Aftercare/ Re-entry
At the county level, youth returning to the community after placement out of the home in private
or county facilities may be involved in aftercare / re-entry programs. In a snapshot of the
Californizajuvenilejustice system in August 2006, 6.7% of all youth were involved in aftercare /
re-entry.

Level G: State DJJ Secure Facilities
Includes secure facilities operated by the state Division of Juvenile Justice. In a snapshot of the
California juvenile justice system in August 2006, 2.2% of all youth were in a DJJ facility.? Due
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to realignment, the number of youth held at this level at the end of 2008 is more than 40% lower
than 2006.

Level H: State DJJ Parole
At the state level, 2.5% of all youth in the system were involved in DJJ supervised parole in Aug

2006.2

YIn Level A: Early Intervention, some of the diversion and prevention programs that probation officers participate in were not included

when probation was not the lead agency for the effort.
2 For more information see: http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/Reports_Research/docs/JJDPSurveyFinal Report.pdf (April 2007).
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Program Elements Definitions
(for Section I1: Tables 37, 43, 51 and 66)

Program Elements

Survey Categories

Evidence-Based Therapies

Depending on the setting, therapies reported included cognitive behavioral therapy, aggression
replacement therapy, multisystemic therapy, functional family therapy and dialectical behavior therapy

Mental Health Services

Mental illness

Counseling

Individual counseling, group counseling

Skills Development

Creative expression, interpersonal skills, character development, life skills training

Education Enhancement

Tutoring / literacy / GED

Family Involvement / Parenting Skills

Family strengthening: family involvement in program, reduction in family conflict / dysfunction,
improving parenting skills (for parents of youth), improving parenting skills (youth who are parents),
family counseling

Behaviora Health / Drug-Related Problems

Substance abuse treatment / relapse prevention, healthcare referrals, behavioral health (HIV, sexual),
drug awareness education, drug testing, drug court, peer support programs (AA, NA)

Vocational Training and Employability Skills

Vocationa training, employability skills, work / labor

Housing / Independent Living

Housing referrals, independent living skills

Victim-Focused Programs

Restitution, restorative justice, victim / offender mediation

Systems of Care Including wraparound services
Recreation / Challenge Recreation or physical activity, challenge / adventure ("Outward Bound" concepts)
Boot Camp Approach Discipline ("boot camp" approach)
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Section |l: Table1

Prevalence of Community-Based Programs and Facility-Based Programs across the California Juvenile Justice Continuum®

Com'ponent's of the Juyenile Justice Reported Numbgr- qf Estimated Additi.o.n.al Eézlr:r?;jr:iiﬁiﬁi mr?s
Continuum in Cdifornia Programs and Fecilities Programs and Facilities’ Juvenile Justice System Statewide
Early Intervention (non court-ordered) 116 8 124

Regular Supervision 173 14 187

Intensive Supervision 140 7 147

Juvenile Hall Facilities 56 2 58

Camp / Ranch Fecilities 68 1 69

County Aftercare/ Re-Entry 65 1 66

DJJ Facilities 6 0 6

DJJ Perole Offices 12 0 12

Total 636 33 669

! Based on the number of programs and facilities reported by 53 of 58 county probation departmentsin the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey,

August 2008.

2 Edtimated additional programs and facilities for the 5 counties that could not participate in this survey (Amador, Del Norte, Modoc, Plumas and Sierra) were
either reported in the JJDP 2006 survey or were included in the CSA listing of 2 June 2008. These additional programs and facilitites are not included in the

remainder of the appendix.
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Section Il: Table 2

Typesof Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered)* in Use by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments’

Br T Programsin All InVery Small In Small In Medium InLarge
ogram type Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties
countof o |l comt % |cCout % |cCout % |cCount %
Programs
Diversion, not supervised 23 20% 1 9% 3 14% 15 28% 4 13%
Not supervised, some brokered services 11 9% 1 9% 0 0% 6 11% 4 13%
Peer Court, Restorative, Accountability Boards 29 25% 1 9% 4 19% 14 26% 10 32%
Supervised, informal (typically with services) 44 38% 8 73% 10 48% 13 25% 13 42%
Truancy focus 7 6% 0 0% 4 19% 3 6% 0 0%
High risk early intervention 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0%
Total 116 100% 11 100% [ 21 100% | 53 100% | 31 100%

! Early Intervention program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section Il: Table 3

Duration in Days by Type of Program: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) Statewide in California County
Probation Departments1

Program Type up to 7 days 8-90days | 91 -180days | 181 - 365 days | 366 - 730 days Total®

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

Diversion (not supervised) 6 27% 8 36% 8 36% 0 0% 0 0% 22 100%

Not supervised,

) 0 0% 3 30% 6 60% 1 10% 0 0% 10 100%
some brokered services

Peer Court, Restorative Justice,

Accountability Boards ! 3% 9 31% | 18 62% 1 3% 0 0% 29 100%

Supervised - Informal

) . . 0 0% 2 5% 35 81% 5 12% 1 2% 43 100%
(typically with services)

Truancy Focus 0 0% 1 17% 5 83% 0 0% 0 0% 6 100%

High Risk Intervention 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

> The duration of 4 of the 116 programs (3%) was not reported: 1 of the 23 diversion (not supervised) programs, 1 of the 11 not-supervised (some brokered
services) programs, 1 of the 44 supervised-informal (typically with services) programs and 1 of the 7 truancy-focused programs.
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Section |1: Table 4
Duration in Days by County Size: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) in CA County Probation

Departments1

Counties up to 7 days 8-90days [ 91-180days |181 - 365 days|366 - 730 days Total

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count Y
All 7 6% 25 22% 72 64% 7 6% 1 1% 112 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 1 10% 2 20% 6 60% 1 10% 0 0% 10 100%
Small 1 5% | 6 30%| 12 6%| 1 5% | 0 0% | 20 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) ¢ © 0 o o b
Medium 4 8% 12 23% 34 65% 2 4% 0 0% 52 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) 7 0 o o o b
Large
(over 700,000 population) 1 3% 5 17% 20 67% 3 10% 1 3% 30 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 4 of the 116 programs (3%) was not reported: 1 of the 11 programs in very small counties, 1 of the 21 programs in small counties, 1 of
the 53 programs in medium counties and 1 of the 31 programs in large counties.
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Section Il: Table5
Frequency of DPO Contact by Type of Program: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) Statewide in CA County Probation

Departments1
Not As needed | Less than 2-3 times | 4-7 times | 2-5 times per 2
Program Type supervised |(indeterminate)| monthly Monthly per month | per month | week or more AT
Count % [Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count %
Diversion
3 21 95%| O 0% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 22 100%
(not supervised)
Not supervised,
. 3 4  44%|( 1 1% | 2 22%| 2 22%]| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 100%
some brokered services
Peer Court, Restorative 13 4% 0 0% | 2 7%| 6 20%| 4 14%| 3 10%| 1 3% | 29 100%
Justice, Accountability Boards
Supervised - Informal
. . . 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% | 23 56%| 8 20%| 5 12%| 4 10% 41  100%
(typically with services)
Truancy Focus 1 17%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17%| 1 17%| 3 50% 6 100%
High Risk Intervention 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% | 2 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Frequency of DPO contact for 7 of the 116 programs (6%) was not reported: 3 of the 25 diversion (not supervised) programs, 3 of 44 supervised-informal (typically with
services) programs, and 1 of the 7 truancy-focused programs.

3 . . . . . .
Counties reported some contact with juveniles in unsupervised programs.
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Section |l: Table 6

Frequency of DPO Contact by County Size: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) in CA County Probation Departments1

Not As needed

Counties . (indeterminate
supervised )

Less than 2-3 times | 4-7 times [ 2-5 times per

2
monthly Monthly per month | per month |week or more LieiEll

Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |Count % [Count %

All 39 36%| 1 1% | 6 6% [ 31 28%| 13 12%| 9 8% | 10 9% | 109 100%

Very Small

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(under 35,000 population) 2 20%| O 0% 0 0%| 5 50%| 0 0% 1 10%| 2 20% [ 10 100%

Small

(35,000-100,000 population) 4 20%| O 0% 2 10%| 5 25%| 3 15%| 3 15%| 3 15% | 20 100%

Medium

(100,000-700,000 population) 27 54%] O 0% 2 4% | 11 22%| 6 12%| 1 2% 3 6% 50 100%

Large

(over 700,000 population) 6 21%| 1 3% 2 7% | 10 34%| 4 14%| 4 14%| 2 7% 29  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 20(

*The frequency of DPO contact of 7 of the 116 programs (6%) was not reported: 1 of the 11 programs in very small counties, 1 of the 21 programs in small counties, 3 of
the 53 programs in medium counties and 2 of the 31 programs in large counties.
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Section |l: Table7

Typical Caseload Size by Type of Program: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) Statewide in CA County
Probation Departments1

Not on a Up to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100 | More than 100 )
Program Type . . . . . . . . . : Total
caseload juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % | Count % |Count %
Diversion (not supervised) 8 38% | 2 10% 5 24% 2 10% 1 5% 3 14% | 21 100%
Not supervised,
: 2 20% | 10% 2 20% 1 10% 2 20% 2 20% | 10 100%
some brokered services
Peer Court, Restorative 7 24%| 4 14%| 10 34%| 2 7% | 2 7% | 4 14%| 29 100%
Justice, Accountability Boards
Supervised - Informal
. . . 0 0% 8 21% | 18  46% | 3 8% 6 15% 4 10% | 39 100%
(typically with services)
Truancy Focus 1 17% 3 50%| 2 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 100%
High Risk Intervention 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical caseload size for 9 of the 116 programs (8%) was not reported: 2 of the 23 diversion (not supervised) caseloads, 1 of the 11 not supervised caseloads
with some brokered services, 5 of the 44 supervised-informal (typically with services) caseloads, and 1 of the 7 truancy-focused caseloads.
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Section |1: Table 8
Typical Caseload Size by County Size: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) in CA County Probation

Departments1

. Not on a Up to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100 More than )

Counties . . . . . . . . . . Total
caseload juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles | 100 juveniles
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % [Count %

All Counties 18 17% | 18 17% | 39 36% | 8 7% 11 10% | 13 12% | 107 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 2 22% 1 1% | 4  44% 1 11% 1 11% 1 11% | 10 100%
Small 2 10% 6 30%| 10 50% 1 5% 1 5% 0 0% 20 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v v v 0 0 0 0
Medium 11 23%| 4 8% | 20 42%| 4 8% | 5 10%| 4 8% | 48 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v 7 v v v 0 0
Large
(over 700,000 population) 3 10% | 7 24% 5 17% 2 7% 4 14% 8 28% | 29 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical caseload size of 9 of the 116 programs (8%) was not reported: 1 of the 11 programs in very small counties, 1 of the 21 programs in small counties, 5 of
the 53 programs in medium counties and 2 of the 31 programs in large counties.
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Section Il: Table9

Typical Risk Level of Youth Served by Program Type: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) Statewide in CA
County Probation Departments1

Risk not . Low and . : . )
Program Type considered Low Risk Moderate Risk Moderate Risk High Risk Total
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

Diversion (not supervised) 7 30% 14 61% 2 9% 0 0% 0 0% 23 100%
Not supervised,

) 5 50% 1 10% 1 10% 3 30% 0 0% 10 100%
some brokered services
Peer Court, Restorative Justice, |\ 390 | 15 504, | 1 3% | 2 7% | 0o 0% | 29 100%
Accountability Boards
Supervised - Informal 14 3% | 20 4% | 4 9% | 6 14%| 0 0% | 44  100%
(typically with services)
Truancy Focus 2 29% 4 57% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0% 7 100%
High Risk Intervention 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical risk level for 1 of the 116 programs (1%) was not reported for: 1 of the 24 diversion (not supervised) programs.
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Section |1: Table 10

Typical Risk Level of Youth Served by County Size: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) in CA County
Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

. Risk not . Low and . . . )

Counties considered Low Risk Moderate Risk Moderate Risk |  High Risk Total
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

All Counties 39 34% | 54 47% 8 7% 12 10% 2 2% | 115  100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 7 64% 3 27% 0 0% 1 9% 0 0% 11 100%
Small 3 14% | 16 76% 1 5% 1 5% 0 0% 21 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v v v v v v
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 23 43% | 21  40% 2 4% 5 9% 2 4% 53 100%
Large 6 2% | 14 4%| 5 1%| 5 1% | o 0% | 30  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical risk level of 1 of the 116 programs (1%) was not reported: 1 of the 31 programs in large counties.
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Section |l: Table 11

Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by Program Type: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) Statewide in
CA County Probation Departments1

P T NEEES it Low Needs 1{4/10‘3’ e R High Needs Total®
rogram 1ype considered oderate Needs & ota
Needs
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

Diversion (not supervised) 11 48% 10 43% 2 9% 0 0% 0 0% 23 100%
Not supervised,

) 3 30% 2 20% 0 0% 4 40% 1 10% 10 100%
some brokered services
Peer Court, Restorative
Justice, Accountability 10 34% 11 38% 1 3% 6 21% 1 3% 29 100%
Boards
Supervised - Informal 1 25% | 15 3% | 4 9% | 10 2% | 4 9% | 44  100%
(typically with services)
Truancy Focus 3 43% 3 43% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 7 100%
High Risk Intervention 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical level of needs for 1 of the 116 programs (1%) was not reported: 1 of 24 diversion (not supervised) programs.
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Section |l: Table 12

Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by County Size: Early Intervention Programs (Non Court-Ordered) in CA County
Probation Departments1

Needs not

Low and

(over 700,000 population)

0 0 2

Counties considered Low Needs Moderate Needs Moderate Needs| High Needs Total
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

All 38 33% | 41 36% 7 6% 20 17% 9 8% | 115 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 6 55% 1 9% 0 0% 4 36% 0 0% 11 100%
Small 5 4% | 11 524 2 10% 2 10% 1 59 21 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 v 0 7 v v
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 2 2% | 17 R2% 2 4% 8 15% 4 8% 53 100%
Large 5 17% | 12 40% | 3 0% | 6  20% | 4 13% | 30  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Typical level of needs for 1 of the 116 programs (1%) was not reported: 1 of the 31 programs in large counties.
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Types of Regular Supervision Programs' in Use by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments®

Section |l: Table 13

Proaram Tvoe Programsin All InVery Small In Small In Medium InLarge
g P Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties
Count of % Count % Count % Count % Count %
Programs
Rarely supervised (or unsupervised) 20 12% 1 5% 2 7% 10 15% 7 12%
Court-ordered informal probation 53 31% 10 45% 9 33% 18 27% 16 28%
Deferred entry of judgment 23 13% 3 14% 4 15% 9 13% 7 12%
Regular probation supervision 63 36% 8 36% 10 37% 23 34% 22 39%
Dual supervision 8 5% 0 0% 1 4% 4 6% 3 5%
School-based supervision 6 3% 0 0% 1 4% 3 4% 2 4%
Total 173 100% 22 100% | 27 100% | 67 100% | 57  100%

! Regular supervision program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

% Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |l: Table 14

Duration in Days by Type of Program: Regular Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation Departments1

181 - 365 366 - 730 More than )

Program Type up to 7 days | 8-90days |91 - 180 days devre devre 730 days Total
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count %

Rarely supervised (or 2 11%| 0 0% | 6 33%| 8 44%| 2 11%| 0 0% | 18 100%
unsupervised)
Court-ordered informal 0O 0% | 1 2% | 35 76%| 10 2%| 0 0% | 0 0% | 46 100%
probation
Deferred entry of 0O 0% | 0 0% | 0 0% | 14 e%| 7 33BB| 0 0% | 21 100%
judgment
Regular probation o 0% | 0 0% | 3 5% | 30 s54%| 19 34%| 4 7% | 56 100%
supervision
Dual supervision 0 0% 1 14% 6 86% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 100%
School-based supervision| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 1 17% 1 17% 6 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 19 of the 173 programs (11%) was not reported: 2 of the 20 rarely supervised programs, 7 of the 53 basic informal supervision programs, 2
of the 23 deferred entry of judgments, 7 of the 63 basic regular programs and 1 of the 8 dual supervision programs.
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Section |l: Table 15

Duration in Days by County Size: Regular Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

. 181 - 365 366 - 730 More than )
Counties up to 7 days | 8-90 days |91 - 180 days v F 730 days Total
Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

All 2 1% | 3 29| 51 33%| 65 492%| 29 19%| 4 3% | 154 100%
Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 1 5% | 1 s%| 9 41%| 6 27%| 5 23%| 0 0% | 22 100%
Small 0 0% | 0 0%| 9 41%| 10 45%| 5 23%| 0 0% | 24 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 v v ’ ’ v ’
Medium 1 2% 0 0% | 20 36%| 24 43%| 9 16%| 2 4% | 56 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v v ? v v ? v
Large 0 0% | 1 2| 12 2% 26 50%| 10 19%| 3 6% | 52 100%
(over 700,000 population) v 7 v v v v ?

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 19 of the 173 programs (11%) was not reported: 3 of the 27 programs in small counties, 11 of the 67 programs in medium counties and 5 of

the 57 programs in large counties.
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Section |l: Table 16

Frequency of DPO Contact by Type of Program: Regular Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation

Departments1
. . 2-5 times per
Not As needed Less than 2-3 times per [4-7 times per )
SEC 2R supervised |[(indeterminate)| monthly Monthly month month eSS @ LEL
more
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %
Rarely supervised o 0 | 5 110l 0 0% | 1 sw | s 26%| 1 5% | 1 5% | 19 100%
(or unsupervised)
Court-ordered 1 2%l 0 o0%| 0o o0®m| 2 46%| 8 17%| 11 2%| 6 13%| 48 100%
informal probation
Deferredentryof | o | 2 j0%| 1 5% | 11 s2%| 2 10%| 4 19%| 1 5% | 21 100%
judgment
Regular probation 0 | 3 sq | 0 0% | 26 45% | 12 21%| 13 2%| 4 7% | 58 100%
supervision
Dual supervision 1 1%l o o0%| o o0%| 3 38%B| 1 1BB| 2 25%| 1 13%| 8 100%
School-based o 0% | 0 o0%| o0 o%m| 1 17%| 0o o%| 1 17%| 4 e61%| 6 100%
SupeerSlOIl

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Flrequency of DPO contact for 13 of the 173 programs (7.5%) was not reported: 1 of the 20 rarely supervised programs, 5 of the 53 court-ordered informal
probation programs, 2 of the 23 deferred entry of judgments and 5 of the 63 regular probation supervision programs.
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Section |1: Table 17

Frequency of DPO Contact by County Size: Regular Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

. . 2-5 times per

) Not As needed Less than 2-3 times per|4-7 times per 2

SIS supervised [(indeterminate)| monthly Monthly month month WIS et
more
Count % [Count % |Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % [Count % |Count %

All 11 7% 7 4% 1 1% | 64 40%| 28 18% | 32 20% | 17 11% | 160 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 9 43%| 3 14%| 5 24%| 3 14%| 21 100%
population)
Small
(35,000-100,000 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 7 28% 1 4% | 11 4% | 5 20% | 25 100%
population)
Medium
(100,000-700,000 8 13% 1 2% 1 2% | 26 42% | 13 21% | 10 16% | 3 5% | 62 100%
population)
Large
(over 700,000 3 6% 4 8% 0 0% | 22 42% | 11 21%| 6 12%| 6 12% | 52 100%
population)

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 19 of the 173 programs (11%) was not reported: 3 of the 27 programs in small counties, 11 of the 67 programs in medium counties and 5 of
the 57 programs in large counties.
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Section |1: Table 18

Typical Caseload Size by Type of Program: Regular Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation Departments1

Procram T Not on a up to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100  [more than 100 Total?

ogram 1ype caseload juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles ota
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

Rarely supervised (or 5 2% | 1 s% | 2 muw| 1 s | 1 5% | 9 41%| 19 100%

unsupervised)

Court-ordered informal 1 2% | 10 20%| 23 46%| 8 16%| 6 12%| 2 4% | 50 100%

probation

Deferred entry of 0 0% | 4 20%| 7 35%| 4 20%| 4 20%| 1 5% | 20 100%

judgment

Regular probation 0 0% | 10 16%| 18 29% | 17 27% | 11 18% | 6 10% | 62 100%

supervision

Dual supervision 1 14% 2 29% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 0 0% 7 100%

School-based supervision 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 0 0% 0 0% 6 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical caseload size for 9 of the 173 programs (5%) was not reported: 1 of the 20 rarely supervised (or unsupervised) programs, 3 of the 53 court-ordered
informal supervision programs, 3 of the 23 deferred entry of judgment programs, 1 of the 63 regular probation supervision programs and 1 of the § dual

supervision programs.
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Section |1: Table 19

Typical Caseload Size by County Size: Regular Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

. Not on a up to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100 more than ’
Counties . . . . . . . . . . Total
caseload juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles 100 juveniles
Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count %

All 7 4% 27 16%| 54 33%| 34 21%| 24 15% 18 11% | 164 100%
Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 0 0% 3 15% 9 45% 2 10% 5 25% 1 5% | 20 100%
Small 0 0% | 9 33%| 10 37%| 3 11%| 4 15%| 1 4% | 27 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v v 7 v ’ ’ 7
Medium 7 1% 7 1U%| 22 34%| 18 28%| 7 11%| 4 6% | 65 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) 7 v 7 7 ’ v v
Large 0 0% | 8 15%| 13 25% | 11 21%| 8 15%| 12 23% | 52 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical caseload size of 9 of the 173 programs (5%) was not reported: 2 of the 22 programs in very small counties, 2 of the 67 programs in medium
counties and 5 of the 57 programs in large counties.
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Section I1: Table 20
Typical Risk Levels of Youth Served Served by Program Type: Regular Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County
Probation Departments1

Risk not Low and Moderate Moderate
Program Type considered / | Low Risk [ Moderate Risk and High | High Risk Total’
All levels Risk Risk

Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count %

Rarely supervised (or

) 5 25% 7 35% 0 0% 1 5% 7 35% 0 0% 20  100%
unsupervised)

Court-ordered informal

orobation 15 28% | 17 32% | 2 4% 2 4% 17 32% | O 0% | 53 100%

Deferred entry of judgment| 5 22% | 5 22% 1 4% 1 4% 10 43% 1 4% | 23  100%

Regular probation

. . 25  40% 3 5% 2 3% 3 5% 21 33% 9 14% | 63 100%
supervision

Dual supervision 2 2% | 3 38% 1 13% 1 13% 1 13% | 0 0% 8 100%

School-based supervision 2 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 3 50% 6 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical risk level for all 173 programs was reported.
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Section |l: Table 21

Typical Risk Levels of Youth Served by County Size: Regular Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departmentsl

(over 700,000 population)

Risk not Low and Moderate Moderate
Counties considered /| Low Risk | Moderate Risk and High | High Risk Total’

All levels Risk S Risk

Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

All 54 31%| 35 20%| 6 3% | 8 5% | 57 33% 13 8% | 173 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 13 59%| 2 9%l o 0| 0o o0%| 6 27%| 1 5% | 22 100%
Small 7 2%| 2 1% | 1 4% | 2 1% | 12 4%| 3 11%| 27 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 7 v 7 7 v 7
Medium 19 28%| 16 24%| 2 3% | 2 3% | 21 3%| 7 10%| 67 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) 7 v v 7 v v v
Large 15 26%| 15 26%| 3 5% | 4 7% | 18 32%| 2 4% | 57 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

. Typical caseload size for all 173 programs was reported.
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Section |1: Table 22
Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by Program Type: Regular Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County
Probation Departments1

Needs not Low and Moderate Moderate
Program Type considered / | Low Needs | Moderate Needs and High | High Needs Total’
All levels Needs Needs
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count %
Rarely supervised (or 10 50%| 4 20| 0 o0%| o o%m| 6 30%| o 0% | 20 100%
unsupervised)
Court-ordered informal 15 28%| 14 26%| 3 6% | 2 4% | 19 36%| 0 0% | 53 100%
probation
Deferred entry of 4 1% 2 9% | 1 4% | 1 4w | 13 57%| 2 9% | 23 100%
judgment
Regular probation 5 40%| 1 2% | 1 2% | 3 5% | 22 35%| 11 17%| 63 100%
supervision
Dual supervision 3 38%| 2 25%| O 0% 1 3% 2 25%| O 0% g8 100%
School-based supervision 3 50%( O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 50% (| 6 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Typical level of needs for all 173 programs was reported.
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Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by County Size: Regular Supervision Programs in CA County Probation

Departments1
Needs not Low and M Moderate
. ; oderate . . )

Counties considered / | Low Needs | Moderate Needs and High | High Needs Total

All levels Needs Needs

Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count %

All 60 35% | 23 13% 5 3% 7 4% 62 36% 16 9% 173 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 11 50% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 9 41% 1 5% 22 100%
Small 8 30%| 2 1% | 2 7% | 1 4% | 10 37%| 4 15%| 27 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v ? ? ? v ? 7
Medium 2% 39%| 9 13%| 1 1% | 1 1% | 2 33B3%| 8§ 12| 67 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v ’ v 7 7 v 7
Large
(over 700,000 population) 15 26% 11 19% 2 4% 5 9% 21 37% 3 5% 57 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical level of needs for all 173 programs was reported.
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Section |l: Table 24

Types of Intensive Supervision Programs' in Use by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments®

Proaram Tvoe Programsin All InVery Small In Small In Medium InLarge
g b Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties

Count of % Count % Count % Count % Count %
Programs

Intensive Supervision (1nclu.des case 44 31% ) 2% 5 36% 73 3% 14 31%

management, brokered services)

Drug Court or Drug Focus 24 17% 1 11% 4 29% 12 17% 7 16%

Mental Health Focus 15 11% 1 11% 0 0% 7 10% 7 16%

Detention-Related (electronic 12 9% 4 % | 1 1% | 5 1% | 2 4%

monitoring, short stay in juvenile hall)

Gang Focus 11 8% 0 0% 2 14% 5 7% 4 9%

Family Focus (includes placement 11 8% 1 1% ) 14% 6 9% ) 49

caseloads)

Altgrnatlve, Day or Court School 10 7% 0 0% 0 0% 2 1% ) 49

Setting

Sex Offender Focus 8 6% 0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 5 11%

Day Reporting Centers 5 4% 0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 2 4%

Totd 140 100% 9 100% 14 100% 72 100% 45 100%

! Intensive supervision program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 25

Duration in Days by Type of Program: Intensive Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation Departments’

0-90 181 - 365 366 - 545 546 - 730 > 731 )

Program Type e 91 - 180 days Sy dos - ik Total

Count % |Count % [Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % [Count %
Intensive Supervision (includes
case management, brokered 4 9% 10 23% | 22 51% | 4 9% 1 2% 2 5% | 43 100%
services)
Drug Court or Drug Focus 2 9% 2 9% 14 61% 3 13% 2 9% 0 0% 23 100%
Mental Health Focus 2 13% 2 13% | 10 67% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0% 15 100%
Detention-Related (electronic
monitoring, short stay in 12 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 12 100%
juvenile hall)
Gang Focus 1 10% | O 0% 3 30% | 2 20%| 2 20%| 2 20% | 10 100%
Family Focus (includes 0 0% | 3 30%| 6 60%| 1 10%| 0 0%| 0 0% ]| 10 100%
placement caseloads)
Alternative, Day or Court 0 0% | 2 20%| 5 50%| 2 20%| 1 10%| 0 0% | 10 100%
School Setting
Sex Offender Focus 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% | 2 25%| 3 38%| 2 25%| 8 100%
Day Reporting Centers I 20%| 3 60% 1 20%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 4 of the 140 programs (3%) was not reported: 1 of the 44 intensive supervision programs, 1 of the 24 drug court or drug focus programs, 1
of the 11 gang focus programs and 1 of the 11 family focus
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Section |1: Table 26

Duration in Days by County Size: Intensive Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Deparments1

(over 700,000 population)

_ 181 - - 54 46 - 1
Countics 0-90 |0, 150 days 81-365 | 366-545 | 546-730 >73 ot

days days days days days

Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

All 2 16%| 22 16%| 62 46%| 15 11%| 9 7% | 6 4% | 136 100%
Very Small
cander 35,000 population) 4 4% 1 1w| 2 2% o 0w | 2 2% 0 0% | 9 100%
Small 2 14%| 1 1% | 9 e4%| 0o o0m | 2 14%| 0o 0% | 14 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v ’ v v v v v
Medium 9 13%| 12 17%| 37 52%| 8 11%| 3 4% | 2 3% | 71 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v ? ? v v ? v
Large 7 17%| 8 19%| 14 33%| 7 17%| 2 5% | 4 10%| 42 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

*The duration of 4 of the 140 programs (3%) was not reported: 1 of the 72 programs in medium counties and 3 of the 45 programs in large counties.
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Section |I: Table 27
Frequency of DPO Contact by Type of Program: Intensive Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation

Departments1
. . 2-5 times per
p T Asneeded | Less than Monthl 2-3 times per |4-7 times per week or Total’
rogram type (indeterminate)|  monthly Y month month ot
more
Count % |Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %
Intensive Supervision
(includes case management, 0 0% 2 5% 4 9% 6 14%| 22 50% | 10 23% | 44 100%
brokered services)
Drug Court or Drug Focus 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 3 13% | 11 48% | 8 35% | 23 100%
Mental Health Focus 0 0% 0 0% 1 7% 3 20%| 5 33%| 6 40%| 15 100%
Detention-Related (electronic
monitoring, short stay in 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% S 45% 6 55% | 11 100%
juvenile hall)
Gang Focus 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 18% | 5 45%| 4 36% | 11 100%
Family Focus (includes 0 0%| 0 0%| 0 0%| 0 0%| 5 50%| 5 50%| 10 100%
placement caseloads)
Alternative, Day or Court 0 0% | 0 0%| 0 0%| 1 9%| 6 55%| 4 36%| 11 100%
School Setting
Sex Offender Focus 0 0% 0 0% 2 25% | 2 25% | 2 25%| 2 25%| 8 100%
Day Reporting Centers 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20%| 2 40% | 5 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Frequency of DPO contact for 2 of the 140 programs (< 1%) was not reported: 1 of 24 drug court or drug focused programs and 1 of 12 detention-related

programs.
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Section |1: Table 28

Frequency of DPO Contact by County Size: Intensive Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

2-5 times per

(over 700,000 population)

Counti As needed Less than Monthl 2-3 times per|4-7 times per I Total?
ountes (indeterminate)| monthly y month month weex ot ota
more
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count %

All 1 1% | 2 1% | 8 6% | 18 13%| 62 45% | 47 34% | 138 100%
Very Small

(under 35000 population) 1 11%| o o0o%| o o0%| 0o o0%| 7 78%| 1 11%| 9 100%
Small o 0% | o 0| o 0%| 1 T7%| 8 5%| 5 36%| 14 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 v 7 7 7 ’ v
Medium 0 0% | 2 3% | 5 7% | 8 11%| 34 47%| 23 32%| 72 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v ’ v v v ’ v
Large o 0% | 0 0%| 3 7%| 9 21%| 13 30%| 18 42%| 43 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Frequency of DPO contact for 2 of the 140 programs (< 1%) was not reported: 2 of the 45 programs in large counties.
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Section |1: Table 29

Typical Caseload Size by Type of Program: Intensive Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County Probation

Departments1
p T One to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100 More than Total?
rogram Lype juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles | 100 juveniles ot
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % [Count % Count %
Intensive Supervision (mclqdes case | s sqq 4 3% ) 5% ) 59 1 2% A4 100%
management, brokered services)
Drug Court or Drug Focus 17 74% 6 26% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 23 100%
Mental Health Focus 14 93% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 15 100%
Detention-Related (electronic
monitoring, short stay in juvenile 6 35% 3 2T% 0 0% 2 18% 0 0% 11 100%
Gang Focus 3 30% 4 40% 3 30% 0 0% 0 0% 10  100%
Family Focus (includes placement 4 40% 5 50% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0% 10 100%
caseloads)
Alte'rnatlve, Day or Court School 1 100%! o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Setting
Sex Offender Focus 4 50% 1 13% 2 25% 1 13% 0 0% 8 100%
Day Reporting Centers 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical caseload size for 3 of the 140 programs (2%) was not reported: 1 of the 24 drug court or drug focus programs, 1 of the 12 detention-related
programs and 1 of the 11 gang focus programs.
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Section |1: Table 30

Typical Caseload Size by County Size: Intensive Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

. One to 25 26 - 50 51-75 76 - 100 More than 100 2

Counties . . ) . . . . . . . Total
juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

All 88 64% 35 26% 8 6% 5 4% 1 1% 137 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 3 33% 3 33% 1 11% 2 22% 0 0% 9 100%
Small 12 8% | 2 14%| 0o 0% 0 0% 0 0% | 14  100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v 7 v ’ v v
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 48 69% 17 24% 3 4% 1 1% 1 1% 70 100%
Large 25 57% | 13 30% | 4 9% 2 5% 0 0% | 44  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2Typical caseload size for 3 of the 140 programs (2%) was not reported: 2 of the 72 programs in medium counties and 1 of the 45 programs in large

counties.
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Typical Risk Level of Youth Served by Program Type: Intensive Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County
Probation Departments1

Risk not Low and Moderate Moderate
Program Type . Low Risk | Moderate . and High | High Risk Total’
considered Risk Risk Risk

Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count %

Intensive Supervision (includes

case management, brokered 6 14%| O 0% 1 2% 7 16%| 10 23% | 20 45%| 44 100%
services)

Drug Court or Drug Focus 4 17%| O 0% 0 0% 2 8% 4 17% | 14 58% | 24 100%
Mental Health Focus 3 20% | 1 7% 0 0% 3 20%( 3 20%| S5 33%| 15 100%

Detention-Related (electronic
monitoring, short stay in 3 25% 1 8% 0 0% 2 17%| 4 33%| 2 17%| 12 100%
juvenile hall)

Gang Focus 2 18| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 82%| 11 100%

Family Focus (includes

1 10%]| O 0% 1 10%| 3 30%| O 0% 5 50% | 10 100%
placement caseloads)

Alternative, Day or Court

: 2 18% | O 0% 0 0% 4 36%| 2 18%| 3 27%| 11 100%
School Setting

Sex Offender Focus 0 0% 1 13%|( 1 13%| 3 38%| 1 13%| 2 25%| 8 100%

Day Reporting Centers I 20%| O 0% 0 0% 2 40% 1 20% 1 20%| 5 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical risk level was reported for all 140 programs.
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Section |1: Table 32

Typical Risk Level of Youth Served by County Size: Intensive Supervision Programs in CA County Probation Departmentsl

(over 700,000 population)

) Risk not . Loy g Moderate WURIIEHIES . . 2
Counties ) Low Risk Moderate . and High High Risk Total
considered . Risk .
Risk Risk
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

All 2 16%| 3 2% | 3 2% | 26 19%| 25 18% | 61 44% | 140 100%
Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 4 4% 1 1ux| o o»| 1 1%l o 0% | 3 33%| 9 100%
Small 0 0% | 0 0% | 0 0% | 2 14%| 4 29%| 8 57%| 14 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 ? v v ’ ’ 7
Medium 6 2%| 1 1% | 3 4% | 13 18%| 13 18% | 26 36%| 72 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) 7 v ’ 7 7 ’ 7
Large 2 4% | 1 2% | 0 0% | 10 2%| 8 18%| 24 53%| 45 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Typical risk level was reported for all 140 programs.
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Section I1: Table 33
Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by Type of Program: Intensive Supervision Programs Statewide in CA County

Probation Departmentsl

Needs not

Moderate

Moderate and

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

. 2

Program Type considered Low Needs Needs High Needs High Needs Total
Count % |Count % [Count % |Count % |Count % [Count %

Intensive Supervision (1nclqdes case 7 16% 0 0% 3 2% 10 23%!| 24 ss%| a4 100%
management, brokered services)
Drug Court or Drug Focus 4 17% 0 0% 0 0% 3 13% 17 71% | 24 100%
Mental Health Focus 3 20% 1 7% 1 7% 3 20% 7 47% 15 100%
Detention-Related (electronic 6 S0%| 0 0% | 1 8% | 2 17%| 3 25%| 12 100%
monitoring, short stay in juvenile hall)
Gang Focus 3 27% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 73% 11 100%
Family Focus (includes placement | 10% 0 0% ) 20% 0 0% 7 70% 10 100%
caseloads)
Altérnatlve, Day or Court School 1 9% 0 0% 0 0% ’ 13% 2 739 1 100%
Setting
Sex Offender Focus 0 0% 0 0% 3 38% 1 13% 4 50% 8 100%
Day Reporting Centers 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 2 40% 5 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical level of needs was reported for all 140 programs.
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Section |1: Table 34
Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served by County Size: Intensive Supervision Programs in CA County Probation

Departments1
) Needs not Moderate Moderate and . )
Counties considered Low Needs Needs High Needs High Needs Ul
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 26 19% 1 1% 10 7% 23 16% 80 57% 140  100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 3 33% 1 11% 1 11% 0 0% 4 44% 9 100%
Small o 0% | 0 0% | 0 0% | 3 21%| 11 79% | 14 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) ’ v v 7 v ¢
Medium 20 28% | 0 0% | 5 7% | 11 15% | 36 50% | 72  100%
(100,000-700,000 population) v v v ? v v
Large
(over 700,000 population) 3 7% 0 0% 4 9% 9 20% 29 64% 45  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

: Typical level of needs was reported for all 140 programs.

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

Appendix

Page 65




Section I1: Table 35
Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted By Type of | ntensive Supervision Programs Statewidein CA County Probation

Departments’
Number of programs that target:
Program Types . Total
L yp Seven or more needs| Four to six needs | Noneto three needs
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Intensive Supervision (1nclqdes case 6 59% 12 27% 6 14% a4 100%
management, brokered services)
Drug Court or Drug Focus 7 29% 6 25% 11 46% 24 100%
Mental Health Focus 7 47% 5 33% 3 20% 15 100%
Detentlon—.Re'lated.(electromc monitoring, 5 42% 3 250 4 33% 12 100%
short stay in juvenile hall)
Gang Focus 6 55% 2 18% 3 27% 11 100%
Family Focus (includes placement 7 64% 2 18% 2 18% 11 100%
caseloads)
Alternative, Day or Court School Setting 3 30% 3 30% 4 40% 10 100%
Sex Offender Focus 3 38% 2 25% 3 38% 8 100%
Day Reporting Centers 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%

" The number of criminogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was coded from the survey
responses. Needs counted include: family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse / relapse prevention, self control / self management strategies, anger /
aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational training or work
experience.

? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 36

Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted in Intensive Supervision Programs by County Sizein CA
County Probation Departments’®

Number of programs that target:
Counties Seven or more . None to three Totd
Four to six needs
needs needs
Count % Count % Count % Count %

All 69 49% 35 25% 36 26% 140 100%
Very Small

22% i 22% 100%
(under 35,000 population) 2 ° > S6% 2 ° ? 00%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) 8 7% 3 21% 3 21% 14 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 34 47% 20 28% 18 25% 72 100%
Large
(over 700,000 population) 25 56% 7 16% 13 29% 45 100%

! The number of criminogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was
coded from the survey responses. Needs counted include; family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse / rel apse prevention, self
control / self management strategies, anger / aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with
antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational training or work experience.

% Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August

2008.
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Section |l: Table 37

Program Elements Available" As Needed" in Intensive Supervision Programs by County Size Statewide in CA County Probation Departments'

Program Elements Progroa:rllfiie;All In Very Small Counties| In Small Counties In Medium Counties In Large Counties
Count of % Count? % Count? % Count? % Count? %
Programs’
Family Involvement / Parenting Skills 128 91% 9 100% 14 100% 64 89% 41 91%
Behavioral Health / Drug-Related Programs 127 91% 7 78% 14 100% 64 89% 42 93%
Counseling 120 86% 8 89% 14 100% 62 86% 36 80%
Skills Development 103 74% 8 89% 10 1% 52 2% 33 73%
Victim-Focused Programs 98 70% 5 56% 9 64% 53 74% 31 69%
Community Service 89 64% 4 44% 9 64% 46 64% 30 67%
Self Esteem 75 54% 6 67% 8 57% 34 47% 27 60%
Stress/ Anxiety 71 51% 3 33% 9 64% 33 46% 26 58%
Vocational Training and Employability Skills| 68 49% 4 44% 6 43% 33 46% 25 56%
Education Enhancement 66 47% 4 44% 7 50% 30 42% 25 56%
Evidence-Based Therapies® 65 46% 0 0% 4 29% 35 49% 26 58%
Mental Health Services 62 44% 2 22% 8 57% 31 43% 21 47%
Housing / Independent Living 59 2% 6 67% 5 36% 28 39% 20 44%
Recreation / Challenge 52 37% 2 22% 6 43% 25 35% 19 42%
Systems of Care 51 36% 2 22% 5 36% 26 36% 18 40%
Mentoring 50 36% 3 33% 7 50% 19 26% 21 47%
Boot Camp Approach 7 5% 0 0% 4 29% 2 3% 1 2%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
2 One hundred and forty intensive supervision programs were reported by 49 counties: 9 in very small counties, 14 in small counties, 72 in medium counties and 45 in large counties

® Evidence-based therapies reported in this setting include cognitive behavioral therapy, aggression replacement therapy, multisystemic therapy, functional family therapy and dialectical behavior
therapy.
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Section |1: Table 38

Juvenile Hall Facilities by County Size in CA County Probation Departments1

. Counties with one | Counties with more | Counties without a .
Counties . o . Total Counties
facility than one facility facility
Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 39 74% 7 13% 7 13% 53 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 4 0% 0 0% 4 0% 8 100%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) 7 70% 0 0% 3 30% 10 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 19 0% 2 10% 0 0% 21 100%
Large 9 649% 5 36% 0 0% 14 100%
(over 700,000 population) v v 0 v

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Forty-
six counties of the 53 responding counties have 56 juvenile hall facilities (number of facilities indicted in parentheses): Alameda (1), Butte (1),
Contra Costa (1), El Dorado (2), Fresno (1), Glenn (1), Humboldt (2), Imperial (1), Inyo (1), Kern (1), Kings (1), Lake (1), Lassen (1), Los
Angeles (3), Madera (1), Marin (1), Mendocino (1), Merced (1), Monterey (1), Napa (1), Nevada (1), Orange (2), Placer (1), Riverside (3),
Sacramento (1), San Benito (1), San Bernardino (3), San Diego (2), San Francisco (1), San Joaquin (1), San Luis Obispo (1), San Mateo (1),
Santa Barbara (1), Santa Clara (1), Santa Cruz (1), Shasta (1), Siskiyou (1), Solano (1), Sonoma (2), Stanidaus (1), Tehama (1), Trinity (1),
Tulare (1), Ventura (1), Yolo (1) & Yuba(1) .
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Section |1: Table 39

Capacity of Juvenile Hall Facilities by County Size in CA County Probation Departments1

Counties CSA Rated Maximum Reported Operating Percent of Reported

Capacity (as of 6/2/2008) Capacity2 Compared to CSA Capacity
Count Count %

All Counties 7949 8045 101%

Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 8 74 95%

Small

(35,000-100,000 population) 253 228 90%

Medium

(100,000-700,000 population) 1758 1683 96%

Large 5860 €060 (039

(over 700,000 population) v

! Based on the 56 juvenile hall facilities in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile

Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Operating capacity differs from CSA capacity because it includes staffing issues, facility repairs, overcrowding and budget.
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Section |1: Table 40

Juvenile Hall Commitments Received from Other Counties by County Size by CA County Probation Departments1

Facilities with Commitments from Other Counties

Counties None from Out of 1%-11% from 50%-58% from Total Facilities
County Other Counties” Other Counties’

Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 41 71% 13 22% 2 3% 56 97%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 0 0% 3 60% 1 20% 4 80%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) > 1% 2 29% 0 0% 7 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 18 78% 4 17% 1 4% 23 100%
i 18 78% 4 17% 0 0% 2 96%
(over 700,000 population) ¢ 0 4 o

! Based on the 56 juvenile hall facilitiesin the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile

Justice Survey, August 2008.

% No counties reported between 11% to 50% commitments or greater than 58% commitments of juveniles from other counties.
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Section |1: Table 41

Breakdown of Typical 24-Day in Juvenile Hall Facilities by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments

Number of Hours per Day
; Number of
Courtes Facilities Ed i T | g R i Other
ucation | Treatment | Inroom eep ecreation Adtivitios
Minimum 4.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.5
All 56 Maximum 7.0 5.0 6.0 10.0 6.5 6.5
Mean 49 21 23 8.7 25 34
Minimum 1 0.5 8 0 15
very Small & Smal 1 | Maximum| 7 4 10 4 5.5
(under 100,000 population)? '
Mean 5.2 24 19 85 2.2 3.7
od Minimum 4 0 0.5 8 0 1
Medium .
(100,000-700,000 populatior) 23 Maximum 6 45 35 9.5 6.5 6.5
Mean 49 2.0 25 8.7 29 3.0
Minimum 0 8 0 0.5
Large .
(more than 700,000 population) 22 Maximum 6 > 6 10 4 6
Mean 4.8 2.1 2.4 8.8 2.2 3.7

! Based on the 56 juvenile hall facilitiesin the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice

Survey, August 2008.

2 Very small and small counties were combined due to the low number of facilities.
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Needed" Services Statewidein CA County Probation Departments'

Section I1: Table 42
Estimated Hours of Treatment per Week per Youth by Provider in Juvenile Hallsfor " As

Providing the Service'

Mental health | Substance Medi_cal _/ curriculum-
treatment & abuse psychiatric based
counseling | treatement & | treatment &
Provided by: services counseling services programs
Probation or detention officer
Hours per Minimum 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.1
week per Maximum 0.7 2.0 0.8 6.1
youth Mean 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.7
Number of facilities” 8 7 1 20
Licensed county staff
Hours per Minimum 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
week per [ Maximum 6.3 6.0 5.4 0.6
youth Mean 1.7 1.3 1.1 0.2
Number of facilities® 34 19 29 7
Other county employees
Hours per Minimum 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0
week per |  Maximum 24 2.0 13 5.0
youth Mean 1.1 0.5 1.3 1.0
Number of facilities” 8 6 1 8
Contract specialists
Hours per Minimum 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0
week per Maximum 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
youth Mean 1.0 0.4 0.8 0.3
Number of facilities” 7 12 19 9
Volunteers
Hours per Minimum 0.1 0.0 0.0
week per |  Maximum 0.8 0.4 0.8
youth Mean 0.4 0.2 0.2
Number of facilities® 5 4 0 14
Number of Facilities 54 51 56 50

! Based on the 56 juvenile hall facilitiesin the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California
Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Thirty-five of the 46 county probation department-run juvenile detention facilities reported data in this section of the
survey. Eleven counties (including 15 facilities) indicated they could not provide thisinformation. Information is
missing from 1 facility in avery small county, 6 facilitiesin 6 medium counties and 8 facilitiesin 4 large counties.

Section |1: Table 43
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Program Elements Provided '"As Needed'' in Juvenile Hall Facilities by County Size in CA County

Probation Departments1

Programs in In Very Small In Medi InL
Program Elements Facilities in All & Small 1 Miedium e
. . 2 Counties Counties
Counties Counties
Count of Count % |Count % [Count %
Programs
Behavioral Health and Drug Related 54 96% 11 100%| 22 96% | 21 95%
Skills Development 52 93% 11 100%| 22 96% 19 86%
Challenge / Physical Activity 50 89% 11 100%| 18 78% | 21 95%
Education Enhancement 48 86% 10 91% | 20 87% 18 82%
Counseling 45 80% 9 82% 17 74% 19 86%
Self-esteem 44 79% 9 82% 17 74% 18 82%
Mental Health Services 40 71% 7 64% 16  70% 17 77%
Family Involvement and Parenting Skills 36 64% 9 82% | 13 57% | 14 64%
Evidence-Based Therapies3 33 59% 4 36% | 15 65% | 14 64%
Stress 30 54% 6 55% 12 52% 12 55%
chatlonal Training and Employability 26 46% 7 64% 10 43% 9 1%
Skills
Housing / Independent Living 24 43% 6 55% 10  43% 8 36%
Mentoring 20 36% 5 45% 8 35% 7 32%
Systems of Care 13 23% 3 27% 7 30% 3 14%
Community Service 11 20% 5 45% 5 22% 1 5%
Victim-focused 1 2% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0%
Boot Camp 1 2% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0%

! Based on the 56 juvenile detention facilities in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California

Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
2 Very small and small counties were combined due to the low number of facilities.

% Evidence-based therapies reported in this setting include cognitive behavioral therapy, aggression replacement therapy and

multisystemic therapy.
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Section I1: Table 44
Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted in Juvenile Hall Facilities by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments’

Number of facilities that address:

Counties _ Tota Facilities
Seven or more needs Four to six needs None to three needs
Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 15 27% 24 43% 17 30% 56 100%
Very Small 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 4 100%

(under 35,000 population)

Small .
(35,000-100,000 population) 4 7% 3 43% 0 0% 7 100%
Medium 0,

(100,000-700,000 population) 8 35% 6 26% : 39% 23 100%
Large 3 14% 13 59% 6 27% 22 100%

(over 700,000 population)

! The number of criminogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was coded from the survey
responses. Needs counted include: family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse / relapse prevention, sef control / self management strategies, anger /
aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational training or work
experience.

2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 45

Camp / Ranch Facilities by County Size in CA County Probation Departments1

Counti Counties with 1 Counties with more | Counties without a Total Counties
ounties facility than 1 facility facility

Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 12 23% 16 30% 25 47% 53 100%
Very Small
(under 35,000 population) 2 25% 0 0% 6 5% 8 100%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) 1 10% 0 0% ) 0% 10 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 7 33% 4 19% 10 48% 21 100%
Large 2 14% 12 86% 0 0% 14 100%
(over 700,000 population) v 0 0 v

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008. Overall
68 ranch / camp facilities were reported by 29 counties. The number of facilities per county isindicted in parentheses: Alameda (1), Colusa (1),
Contra Costa (1), El Dorado (1), Fresno (2), Kern (3), Kings (1), Los Angeles (18), Madera (1), Merced (1), Monterey (1), Orange (8), Riverside
(3), Sacramento (2), San Bernardino (1), San Diego (3), San Francisco (2), San Joaquin (1), San Mateo (2), Santa Barbara (2), Santa Clara (2),
Shasta (1), Solano (1), Sonoma (2), Trinity (1), Tulare (3), Ventura (2), & Yuba(1).
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Section |1: Table 46

Camp / Ranch Capacity by County Size in CA County Probation Departments1

Counties CSA Rated Maximum Reported Operating | Percent of Reported Compared

Capacity (as of 6/2/2008) Capacity’ to CSA Capacity
Count Count %

All 5702 5129 90%

Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 66 66 100%

Small

(35,000-100,000 population) 60 40 67%

Medium

(100,000-700,000 population) 672 501 75%

e 4904 4522 029,

(over 700,000 population) o

! Based on the 68 camp / ranch facilities in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on

Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Operating capacity differs from CSA capacity because it includes staffing issues, facility repairs, overcrowding and budget.
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Section |1: Table 47

Camp / Ranch Facility Commitments Received from Other Counties in CA County Probation Departments1

Facilities with Commitments from Other Counties

(over 700,000 population)

Counties None from Out of 1%-10% from 20%-30% from 50%-67% from Total Facilities
County Other Counties” Other Counties” Other Counties”
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

All 43 63% 20 29% 2 3% 3 4% 68 100%
Very Small

(under 35,000 population) 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2 100%
Small 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v v v v v
Medium

(100,000-700,000 population) 11 73% 2 13% 1 7% 1 7% 15 100%
Large 32 64% 18 36% 0 0% 0 0% 50 100%

! Based on the 68 facilitites in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% No counties reported between 10% to 20% or between 30% to 50% commitments of juveniles from other counties.
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Section |1: Table 48
Average Duration of Commitment Time Served in Camp / Ranch Facilities by County Size in CA County

Probation Departments1

Average Duration of Commitment Time Served

(over 700,000 population)

Counties Total

Up to 3 months | 3 to 6 months | 6 to 9 months | 9 to 12 months

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
All Counties 13 19% 40 59% 13 19% 2 3% 68 100%
Very Small and Small
(under 100,000 population) 0 0% I 33% 2 67% 0 0% 3 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 3 20% 9 60% 3 20% 0 0% 15 100%
Large 13  26% | 40  80% | 13  26% 2 4% | 68  136%

! Based on the 68 camp / ranch facilititesin the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on

Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Very small and small counties were combined due to the low number of facilities.
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Section I1: Table 49
Breakdown of a Typical 24-Day in Camp / Ranch Facilities by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments'

Number of Hours per Day
. Number of
St Facilities Ed 1 T | gl R 3 Other
ucation | Treatment [ Inroom eep ecreation Activities
Minimum 3 1 0 8 1 1
All Counties 68 Maximum 8 75 4 10 5 9
Mean 5.3 3.1 0.7 8.6 2.3 4.1
Minimum 4.5 15 0 8 2 2
Very Small & Small 3 | Maximum| 6 6 25 10
(under 100,000 population)? . :
Mean 55 3.8 1.0 8.8 2.3 2.5
od Minimum 4 1 0 8 1 2
Medium .
(100,000-700,000 population) 15| Madmum 6 4 4 95 4 6.75
Mean 51 2.5 11 8.5 2.6 4.2
Minimum 3 1 0 8
Large .
(more than 700,000 population) S0 Maximum 8 5 4 10
Mean 5.3 3.2 0.6 8.6 2.2 4.1

! Based on the 68 camp / ranch facilities in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice
Survey, August 2008.

2 Very small and small counities were combined due to the low number of facilities.
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Section I1: Table 50
Estimated Hours of Treatment per Week per Youth by Provider in Camp / Ranch Facilities
for " As Needed" Services Statewidein CA County Probation Departments'

Mental health| Substance Medi_cal _/ curriculun-
treatmer?t & abuse psychiatric based
counseling | treatement & | treatment &
Provided by: services counseling services programs
Probation or detention officer
Hours per Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
week per Maximum 3.4 11 18 12.0
youth Mean 0.8 0.3 0.9 0.7
Number of facilities® 15 8 2 32
Licensed county staff
Hours per Minimum 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
week per Maximum 3.3 2.5 2.9 2.4
youth Mean 1.4 1.2 0.8 0.7
Number of facilities’ 37 15 43 5
Other county employees
Hours per Minimum 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.0
week per Maximum 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
youth Mean 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.4
Number of facilities’ 9 5 9 8
Contract specialists
Hours per Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
week per Maximum 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0
youth Mean 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.4
Number of facilities® 16 23 14 14
Volunteers
Hours per Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0
week per Maximum 3.2 2.0 1.6
youth Mean 0.6 0.3 0.3
Number of facilities’ 8 16 0 12
Number of FaCI|I-tIef 67 57 66 60
Providing the Service

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that compl eted the California Commission on Juvenile Justice
Survey, August 2008. Eight of the 53 counties (including 12 facilities) indicated they could not provide this
information. Information is missing from 7 facilitiesin 5 medium counties and 5 facilities in 3 large counties.
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Section I: Table 51
Program Elements Provided ''As Needed' in Camp / Ranch Facilities by County Size in CA
County Probation Departments1

in | [In Very Small

Progr'a'ms n A A In Medium In Large

Program Elements Facilities in & Small . .
. . 9 Counties Counties

All Counties Counties

Count % Count % |[Count % |Count %
Behavioral Health and Drug Related 66 97% 3 100% | 15 100%| 48 96%
Challenge / Physical Activity 66 97% 3 100%| 15 100%| 48 96%
Skills Development 65 96% 2 67% | 15 100% | 48  96%
Education Enhancement 64 94% 3 100%| 13 87% | 48 96%
Counseling 64 94% 3 100%| 14 93% | 47 94%
Family Involvement and Parenting Skills [ 61  90% 3 100%| 14 93% | 44  88%
chatlonal Training and Employability 58 85% 3 100% ! 12 80% | 43 86%
Skills
Self-esteem 52 76% 3 100%| 14  93% | 35 T70%
Stress 48  T1% 2 67% 9 60% | 37 T74%
Evidence-Based Therapy3 47 69% 1 3% | 10 67% | 36 72%
Community Service 43 63% 3 100% | 10 67% | 30 60%
Housing / Independent Living 42  62% 3 100% | 9 60% | 30 60%
Mentoring 42 62% 2 67% | 11  T3% | 29 58%
Mental Health Services 32 47% 1 33% 6 40% | 25 50%
Systems of Care 25 37% 1 33% 8 53% 16  32%
Boot Camp 15 22% 2 67% 5 33% 8 16%

! Based on the 68 camp / ranch facilities in the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California
Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% Very small and small counities were combined due to the low number of facilities.

® Evidence-based therapies reported in this setting include cognitive behavioral therapy, aggression replacement therapy

and multisystemic therapy.
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Section |1: Table 52
Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted in Camp / Ranch Facilities by County Sizein CA County Probation

Departments”
Number of facilities that target:
Counties Tota Facilities
Seven or more needs Four to six needs None to three needs

Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 44 65% 12 18% 12 18% 68 100%
Very Small 0 0 0 0
(under 35,000 population) 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) ! 100% 0 0% 0 0% ! 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 10 67% 4 27% ! % 15 100%
Large
(over 700,000 population) 32 64% 7 14% 11 22% 50 100%

! The number of criminogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was coded from the
survey responses. Needs counted include: family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse / relapse prevention, self control / self management strategies,
anger / aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational

training or work experience.

2 Based on the 68 facilitiesin the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August

2008.
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Section |1: Table 53

Types of Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs' in Use by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments”

S e Hogrmin All InVery Small In Smgll In Med@um In Large
Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties
Count of 0
Programs Yo Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %
I ntensive Supervision 44 68% 3 60% 6 86% | 20 65% | 15 68%
Mental Hedlth 6 9% 0 0% 0 0% 3 10% 3 14%
Family Focus 4 6% 1 20% 0 0% 2 6% 1 5%
Drug Focus 3 5% 0 0% 0 0% 3 10% 0 0%
Day School 3 5% 1 20% 0 0% 1 3% 1 5%
Day Reporting 3 5% 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 1 5%
Other (gang, electronic monitoring) 2 3% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0% 1 5%
Tota 65 100% 5 100%| 7 100%| 31 100%| 22 100%

'Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

% Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 54

Average Duration in Days of Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs' in Use Statewidein CA County Probation Departments’

Program Type 0to 90 days |91 to 180 days 181 d:/s365 366 dg;sms 546 df,;;m D?g;?:egm Total
Count % |[Count % |Count % |[Count % |[Count % |Count % ;2;?;2; %

Intensive Supervision 10 23%| 16 36% 8 18% 2 5% 3 7% 5 11% 44 100%
Mental Health 0 0% 5 83% 1 17% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 100%
Family Focus 1 25% 3 75% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100%
Drug Focus 3 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Day School 3 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Day Reporting 0 0% 3 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Other (gang, electronic monitoring) 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%

Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.
2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Section |I: Table 55

Average Duration in Days by County Size: Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

181 - 365

366 - 545

546 - 730

(over 700,000 population)

. _ _ 2
Counties 0-90 days |91 - 180 days o oy Aoy > 731 days Total
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count %

All Counties 17 28%| 27 45%| 10 17%| 2 3% | 3 5% | 1 2% | 60 100%
Very Small 2 40%| 1 20%| 1 20%| o ow | 1 20| 0 0% | 5 100%
(under 35,000 population)

Small 2 29% | 3 43%| 1 14%| 0o 0% | 1 14%| 0 0% | 7 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) ’ ’ ’ : v : ’
Medium 9 30R%| 13 46%| 6 21%| 0 0% | 0o o0%| 0o 0% | 28 100%
(100,000-700,000 population) ’ v v v v v ?
Large 4 20%| 10 50%| 2 10%| 2 10%| 1 5% | 1 5% | 20 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

* The duration of 5 of the 65 programs (8%) was not reported: 3 of the 31 programs in medium counties and 2 of the 21 programs in large counties.
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Section |1: Table 56

Frequency of DPO Contact in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs' in Use Statewidein CA County Probation Departments®

Cout % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % Srzg?;r?; %
Intensive Supervision 2 5% 10 23% 5 11% | 11 25% | 14 32% 2 5% 44 100%
Mental Health 0 0% 2 33% 0 0% 2 B3| 2 3Bw| O 0% 6 100%
Family Focus 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 2 50% 0 0% 4 100%
Drug Focus 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 1 33%]| O 0% 3 100%
Day School 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 1 3% | 1 33%| O 0% 3 100%
Day Reporting 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%| O 0% 3 100%
Other (gang, €lectronic monitoring) 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%

'Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 57

Frequency of DPO Contact by County Size: Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

Counti As needed Monthl 2-3 times per | 4-7 times per | 2-5 times per Total
ounties (indeterminate) y month month week or more Programs2
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 1 2% 14 22% 7 11% 20 32% 21 33% 63 100%
Very Small 0 o 0 0 o o
(under 35,000 population) 0 0% 1 20% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0% 5 100%
Small 0 0% 1 4% | 0 0% 0 0% 6 8% | 7  100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v ’ v v v ’
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 0 0% 8 28% 4 14% 8 28% 9 31% 29 100%
Large 1 5% 4 18% | 3 14% | 8 3% | 6 21% | 22 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% Thelevel of DPO contact for 2 of the 65 programs (3%) was not reported: 2 of the 31 programs in medium counties.
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Section |1: Table 58

Typical Caseload Sizein Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs' in Use Statewide in CA County Probation Departments’

Oneto 25 26 to 50 51to 75 76t0 100 |more than 100| Frequency not
Program Type . . . . . . . . . . Tota

juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles reported

Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % Count of %
Programs

Intensive Supervision 22 50% | 11 25% 4 9% 2 5% 2 5% 3 7% 44 100%
Mental Hedlth 5 83% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 6 100%
Family Focus 4 100%| O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100%
Drug Focus 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Day School 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Day Reporting 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Other ( gang, electronic monitoring) 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% | O 0% 0 0% 2 100%

Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |1: Table 59

Typical Caseload Size by County Size: Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

: One to 25 26- 50 51-75 76 - 100 More than )
Counties ) . . ) . . . . . . Total
juveniles juveniles juveniles juveniles | 100 juveniles
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % |Count %
All Counties 38 61% 13 21% 6 10% 3 5% 2 3% 62 100%
Very Small 0 0 0 0 0
(under 35,000 population) 3 60% 1 20% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%
Small 3 43% | 2 29% | 0 0% | 2 29%| o 0% | 7 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) v v v v v v
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 23 79% 2 7% 4 14% 0 0% 0 0% 29  100%
Large 9 4% | 8 38%| 1 5% | 1 5% | 2 10%| 21 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% Typical caseload size for 3 of the 65 programs (5%) was not reported: 2 of the 31 programs in medium counties and 1 of the 22 programsin

large counties.
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Section |1: Table 60

Typical Risk Level of Youth Served in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs- Statewidein CA County Probation Departments’

Program Type Csri;( dgroéd Low Risk [Moderate Risk Ma?;}a;;(nd High Risk Total®
Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % |Count % ;‘(’)‘;Tai %

Intensive Supervision 7 16% 1 2% 9 20% 5 11% | 22 50% 44 100%
Mental Heslth 0 0% 0 0% 3 50% 3 50% | O 0% 6 100%
Family Focus 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 1 25% 4 100%
Drug Focus 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% | 1 33% 3 100%
Day School 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% | 1 33% 3 100%
Day Reporting 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 3 100%
Other (gang, electronic monitoring) 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%

!Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

% Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

3 Typical risk level was reported for all 65 aftercare/ re-entry programs.
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Typical Risk Level of Youth Served by County Size: Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs in CA County Probation Departments1

(over 700,000 population)

i Risk not . . Moderate and . ; Total
Counties considered Low Risk Moderate Risk EHslo s High Risk Programs2
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 9 14% 2 3% 16 25% | 10 15% | 28 43% | 65 100%
Very Small o o o o o o
(under 35,000 population) 2 40% 0 0% 3 60% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%
Small 1 14% 1 14% 2 29% 0 0% 3 43% 7 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) 0 0 0 v v ?
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 4 13% 1 3% 7 23% 7 2% | 12 39% | 31 100%
Large 2 9% 0 0% 4 18% 3 4% | 13 59% | 22 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Typical risk level was reported for all 65 programs.
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Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs- Statewidein CA County Probation Departments’

Program Type cNoi?dserr‘Z; Low Needs Mﬁ(;:rdzte MH?gEﬁse?jr;d High Needs | Total Programs’
Count % ([Count % |Count % |Count % |[Count % ;2‘;?;;2 %

Intensive Supervision 8 18% 0 0% 6 14% 5 11% | 25 5% 44 100%
Mental Health 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 4 67% 1 17% 6 100%
Family Focus 1 25% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 2  50% 4 100%
Drug Focus 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% | 2 6% 3 100%
Day School 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 2  67% 3 100%
Day Reporting 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3  100% 3 100%
Other (gang, electronic monitoring) 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%

Aftercare program type categories were coded using program names and brief descriptions of programs given in the 2006 JIDP survey.

2 Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

3 Typical level of needs was reported for all 65 aftercare/ re-entry programs.
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Section |1: Table 63

Typical Level of Needs of Youth Served in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments

(over 700,000 population)

: Needs not Moderate and : Total
Counties considered Low Needs |Moderate Needs B Nosit High Needs Program52
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
All 9 14% 0 0% 10 15% 10 15% 36 55% 65 100%
Very Small o 0 0 0 0 0
(under 35,000 population) 1 20% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0% 0 0% 5 100%
Small 1 14% 0 0% 2 299 1 14% 3 439 7 100%
(35,000-100,000 population) ? ? ? ? ? ?
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 5 16% 0 0% 3 10% 6 19% 17 55% 31 100%
Large 2 9% 0 0% 1 5% 3 4% | 16  73% | 22 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Typical level of needs was reported for all 65 programs.
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Section |1: Table 64

Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted by Type of Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs Statewidein CA County
Probation Departments’

Number of programs that target:

Program types Seven or more . None to three Total Programs
Four to six needs
needs needs
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Intensive Supervision 18 41% 13 30% 13 30% 44 100%
Menta Health 4 67% 2 33% 0 0% 6 100%
Family Focus 3 75% 1 25% 0 0% 4 100%
Drug Focus 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 100%
Day School 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 3 100%
Day Reporting 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%
Other (gang, electronic monitoring) 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%

! The number of criminogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was coded from the
survey responses. Needs counted include: family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse/ relapse prevention, self control / self management strategies,
anger / aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational

training or work experience.
? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section I1: Table 65
Number of Criminogenic Needs' Targeted in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs by County Sizein CA County Probation

Departments’
Number of programs that target:
Counties _ Total Programs
Seven or more needs Four to six needs None to three needs
Count % Count % Count % Court of %
Programs

All 33 51% 17 26% 15 23% 65 100%
Very Small

20% 20% 0/ 100%
(under 35,000 population) ! 0% ! 0% 3 60% > 00%
Small
(35,000-100,000 population) 4 7% 2 29% I 14% 7 100%
Medium
(100,000-700,000 population) 16 2% 12 39% 3 10% 31 100%
Large 12 559% 2 9% 8 36% 2 100%
(over 700,000 population) v 7 ? 7

! The number of crimi nogenic needs departments reported that were targeted (often on an as-needed basis) in their programs was coded from the survey
responses. Needs counted include: family conflict / dysfunction, substance abuse / relapse prevention, self control / self management strategies, anger /
aggression management, antisocial attitudes, prosocial modeling, association with antisocial peers, cognitive distortions and vocational training or work

experience.

? Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

Appendix

Page 96




Section |1: Table 66

Program Elements Available " As Needed" in Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs by County Sizein CA County Probation Departments®

Program Elements Prog:)arurr:zi;All In Very Small Counties| In Small Counties In Medium Counties In Large Counties
Count of % Count’ % Count® % Count? % Count® %
Programs?

Family Involvement / Parenting Skills 61 94% 5 100% 7 100% 31 100% 18 82%
Behavioral Health / Drug-Related Programs 57 88% 3 60% 7 100% 28 90% 19 86%
Counseling 51 78% 5 100% 6 86% 28 90% 12 55%
Skills Development 48 74% 4 80% 5 71% 25 81% 14 64%
Victim-Focused Programs 44 68% 2 40% 4 57% 24 7% 14 64%
Housing / Independent Living 39 60% 4 80% 3 43% 18 58% 14 64%
Self Esteem 39 60% 4 80% 2 29% 21 68% 12 55%
Stress/ Anxiety 38 58% 2 40% 3 43% 21 68% 12 55%
Education Enhancement 37 57% 3 60% 5 71% 16 52% 13 59%
Community Service 36 55% 2 40% 4 57% 16 52% 14 64%
Vocational Training and Employability Skills| 33 51% 1 20% 4 57% 15 48% 13 59%
Mental Health Services 29 45% 1 20% 4 57% 12 39% 12 55%
Evidence-Based Therapies 28 43% 0 0% 4 57% 14 45% 10 45%
Systems of Care 28 43% 3 60% 1 14% 16 52% 8 36%
Recreation / Challenge 28 43% 3 60% 5 71% 10 32% 10 45%
Mentoring 27 42% 3 60% 3 43% 11 35% 10 45%
Boot Camp Approach 3 5% 0 0% 1 14% 1 3% 1 5%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
2 Sixty-five aftercare programs were reported by 46 counties: 5 in very small counties, 7 in small counties, 31 in medium counties and 22 in large counties

3 Evidence-based therapies reported in this setting include cognitive behavioral therapy, aggression replacement therapy, multisystemic therapy, functional family therapy and dialectical behavior
therapy.
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Section |1: Table 67
Special Populations Served Statewide by CA County Probation Department Programs & Facilities'

Intensive |
- - Camp / Ranch Juvenile Hall Aftercare/ Re-
Programs/Facilities Types| Supervision Custody Custody Entry Programs
Programs
Total Counts 140 68 56 65
Special Populations? Count % of IS Count % of Camp| Count % of JH Count  %of AC

Programs not focused on special 20 14% 13 19% 31 55% 23 35%

populations

Substance abusing youth 70 50% 47 69% 18 32% 39 60%
Gang-involved youth 60 43% 44 65% 13 23% 32 49%
Residents of high crime areas 43 31% 26 38% 9 16% 25 38%

Y outh requiring a high level of 31 290 23 34% 17 30% 15 23%

security

Sex offenders 23 16% 10 15% 4 7% 12 18%
Violent offenders 47 34% 33 49% 17 30% 30 46%
Y oung offenders 39 28% 20 29% 13 23% 24 37%
Non-violent youth 45 32% 29 43% 10 18% 24 37%
Y outh with major school issues 54 39% 37 54% 15 27% 33 51%
Mentally ill youth 40 29% 18 26% 13 23% 21 32%
Developmentally disabled youth 16 11% 11 16% 4 7% 9 14%
Families 41 29% 16 24% 4 % 26 40%
Females 42 30% 14 21% 21 38% 24 37%
Males 0 0% 3 4% 0 0% 1 2%
Direct file minors pending adult 5 4% 1 1% 14 25% 5 %
court

Y outh returning from custody / DJJ 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 9 14%
Youth r_eturnl ng from or needing an 5 1% 0 0% 0 0% 6 %
aternative to placement

Youth. needing an alternative to 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
detention

Prostituted youth 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 1 2%
Native Americans 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0%
Low risk 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
2 Counties could indicate no special population or as many special populations as a specific program or facility serves.
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Section |1: Table 68
Number of Youth in Custody in CA Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ)

Facilities'
Y ouths
- Total Youth per
Facility .
Male Female Facility

All DJJ Facilities 1643 84 1727
N. A. Chaderjian 235 0 235
O. H. Close 158 0 158
Preston 373 0 373
H. G. Stark 499 0 499
Southern 227 0 227
Ventura 151 84 235

! As of 28 October 2008. The Fall 2008 population projection for DJJ forecasts a male population
of 1,480 in 2013 and a female population of 65. Thisis approximately 1,000 below DJJ s facility
population in 2006. Most of this decrease can be attributed to realignment.
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Section |1: Table 69

Service Elements Provided Youth in Custody at CA Department of Juvenile Justice
(DJJ) Facilities'

Service Elements

Gang Awareness

Victim Awareness

Anger Management

Foster Grandparents

Mentorship programs (e.g. Match-2)

IMPACT (offender change program)

AmeriCorps

Y oung Boys Program

Alcoholics Anonymous

Narcotics Anonymous

Religious Programs

Life Skills

Employability Skills

Pre-Parole

! Because DJJ programs are being substantially revised and expanded, a
comprehensive survey was not undertaken. The above list is representative of the
types of programs currently being offered at DJJ facilities.

Note: In addition to general education and vocational education, DJJ has historically
provided residential treatment programs for mentally ill youth, sex offenders, and youth with
substance abuse problems. There are currently residential mental health programs at three
facilities and sex offender and substance abuse programs at four facilities. All of these
programs are being modified in response to remedial plans adopted as part of a consent
decree.
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Section |1: Table 70

Evidence-Based Programs & Principlesin Use at CA Department of Juvenile Justice

(DJJ) Facilities

Rationale: DJJ has identified, and is developing (and in some cases providing), a variety of
evidence-based programstied to the agency’ s new risk and needs assessment instrument &

case management process.

In addition to these programs, hundreds of staff have been trained

in foundational skills such as motivational interviewing, group facilitation, cognitive behavior
principles, safe crisis management, and conflict resolution and mediation.

Evidence-Based Program

Description

Strategies for Self
Improvement and Change

Cognitive behavioral treatment program for youth over 18 who
have been assessed with major needs in the substance abuse
domain.

Pathways to Sdf Discovery
and Change

Addresses the needs of youth with substance abuse issues but it is
designed for youth under the age of 18.

Counterpoint

Counterpoint is a cognitive behavioral program for youth with
major needs relating to anti-social attitudes and negative peer
influences.

Aggression Replacement
Training (ART)

A nationally recognized program focusing on anger management
and development of social skills for youth who have difficulties
controlling their anger. ART was developed for adolescents up to
the age of 18.

Controlling Anger and
Learning to Manage It
(CALM)

Similar to ART, this program addresses anger and emotion
management skills for youth 18 and over.

Girls Moving On

A gender-responsive program focusing on relationships, emotions,
and personal histories (including trauma) of young women.

Transition Skills

This program provides training in basic skills that help with
transition to the community, including family and intimate
relationships, emotion management, parenting, employment,
housing, finances, community living, and leisure skills.
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Section |l: Table 71

Parole Servicesin Use & Needed in the CA Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ)
System®

Background: DJJ parole includes regular supervision & related services, intensive
supervision & related services, specialized caseloads, and a reduced level of supervision
called “case management supervision”. Some parolees are also placed on electronic
monitoring as part of a more highly structured supervision. A wide variety of services —
including placement options and treatment programs — are available through some/ al
parole offices. Below isalist of parole services that are available or need to be expanded.

Parole Services That Need to Be Provided or Expanded

Re-entry programs

Community service programs

*  Work programs

Inpatient dual diagnosis services

Outpatient dual diagnosis services

*  Wraparound services

Aftercare programs

Residential substance abuse treatment

Outpatient substance abuse treatment

Victim services

Day reporting centers

Evening reporting centers

Employability Skills

Pre-Parole

*  Gang reduction / prevention programs

* Based on the survey, the highest priority needs for the DJJ parole offices.
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Statistical Appendix
California Commission on Juvenile Justice (CJJ) Survey
December 2008

Section |11
Availability of Data Elements acr oss the Continuum
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Section I11: Table of Contents
Table
1 Regular Supervision Program Data Elements
2 Intensive Supervision Program Data Elements
3  Aftercare/ Re-Entry Program Data Elements
4 Placement Program Data Elements (Private Group Home and Foster Care)
5 Residential Treatment Program / Mental Health Facility Data Elements
6 Confinement / Commitment Data Elements (Juvenile Hall, Camp / Ranch, DJJ)

7  Availability of Data Elements by County Size across the Continuum
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Section I11: Table 1
Regular Supervision Programs. Case Data Elements Available Locally for at Least One Year

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record [
freq % freq % freq % freq % freq %
Type of program 42 79% 3 6% 7 13% 1 2% 53 100%
Date program ordered 42 79% 2 4% 8 15% 1 2% 53 100%
Date youth began program 41 7% 2 4% 9 17% 1 2% 53 100%
Date youth exited program 41 7% 2 4% 9 17% 1 2% 53 100%
Whether program was completed 42 79% 3 6% 7 13% 1 2% 53 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |11: Table 2

Intensive Supervision Programs. Case Data Elements Available Locally for at Least One Year

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record s
freq % freq % freq % freq % freq %
Type of program 40 76% 2 4% 6 11% 5 9% 53 100%
Date program ordered 41 7% 0 0% 7 13% 5 9% 53 100%
Date youth began program 40 76% 1 2% 7 13% 5 9% 53 100%
Date youth exited program 39 74% 1 2% 8 15% 5 9% 53 100%
Whether program was completed 40 76% 2 4% 6 11% 5 9% 53 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section I11: Table 3
Aftercare/ Re-Entry Programs. Case Data Elements Available Locally for at Least One Y ear

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record [
freq % freq % freq % freq % freq %
Type of program 30 57% 3 6% 8 15% 12 23% 53 100%
Date program ordered 31 58% 2 4% 8 15% 12 23% 53 100%
Date youth began program 30 57% 2 4% 9 17% 12 23% 53 100%
Date youth exited program 30 57% 2 4% 9 17% 12 23% 53 100%
Whether program was completed 29 55% 3 6% 9 17% 12 23% 53 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section I1l: Table4

Placement Programs. Case Data Elements Available Locally for at Least One Year

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record s
freq % freq % freq % freq % freq %

Placement in a Private Group Home

Type of program 39 74% 3 6% 6 11% 5 9% 53 100%

Date program ordered 41 7% 2 4% 4 8% 6 11% 53 100%

Date youth began program 39 74% 3 6% 5 9% 6 11% 53 100%

Date youth exited program 38 2% 3 6% 5 9% 7 13% 53 100%

Whether program was completed 34 64% 4 8% 8 15% 7 13% 53 100%
Placement in Foster Care

Date placement ordered 42 79% 3 6% 5 9% 3 6% 53  100%

Date youth began placement 40 76% 4 8% 6 11% 3 6% 53 100%

Date youth exited placement 40 76% 4 8% 6 11% 3 6% 53 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section lll: Table5

Residential Treatment Program / Mental Health Facility: Case Data Elements Available Locally for at Least One Y ear

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record [
freq % freq % freq % freq % freq %

Residential Treatment Program

Type of program 36 68% 4 8% 8 15% 5 9% 53 100%

Date program ordered 40 76% 3 6% 5 9% 5 9% 53 100%

Date youth began program 36 68% 6 11% 6 11% 5 9% 53 100%

Date youth exited program 35 66% 6 11% 6 11% 6 11% 53 100%

Whether program was completed 32 60% 6 11% 9 17% 6 11% 53 100%
Mental Health Facility

Date placement ordered 31 59% 2% 9 17% 12 23% 53  100%

Date youth began placement 29 55% 2 4% 11 21% 11 21% 53 100%

Date youth exited placement 29 55% 2 4% 11 21% 11 21% 53  100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section I11: Table 6

Confinement / Commitment: Case Data Elements Available L ocally for at Least One Y ear

Not on a network Data not available / 1
Data elements in case records Network OnaPC On paper No historical record UEE.
freq % freq % freq % freq % fregq %

Confinement in Juvenile Hall

Date confinement began 41 7% 4 8% 6 11% 2 4% 53 100%

Date confinement ended 41 7% 4 8% 6 11% 2 4% 53 100%
Confinement in a Camp or Ranch

Date confinement began 38 2% 5 9% 5 9% 5 10% 53 100%

Date confinement ended 37 70% 5 9% 5 9% 6 11% 53 100%
Commitment to DJJ

Date commitment ordered 42 79% 1 2% 8 15% 2 4% 53 100%

Date commitment began 38 2% 1 2% 11 21% 3 6% 53 100%

Date youth returned on parole 29 55% 2 4% 12 23% 10 19% 53 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section |11: Table7

Case Data Elements Available Locally on a Network for at Least One Year in CA County Probation Departments'
Program Elements

Program Elements? Very Small Counties | Small Counties | Medium Counties | Large Counties
Regular Supervision Programs 50% 70% 90% 79%
Intensive Supervision Programs 38% 60% 95% 71%
County Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs 25% 50% 76% 50%
Residential Treatment Programs 50% 70% 76% 57%
Mental Health Facilities 38% 50% 67% 50%
Placementsin a Private Group Home 38% 60% 90% 71%
Placements in Foster Care 38% 80% 81% 86%
Confinements in Juvenile Hall 38% 60% 90% 93%
Confinements in a Camp / Ranch 38% 70% 71% 93%
Commitmentsto DJJ 38% 70% 76% 86%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Elements of community-based programs, residential treatment programs and private group home placement included type of program, date program
ordered, date youth began and exited program, and whether program was completed. Elements of foster care and mental health facility placements
included the date placement was ordered and the beginning and exit dates of placement. Elements of facility-based confinement included date placement
began and ended (DJJ confinement also includes the date youth returned on parole€).
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Section I11: Table 7 (continued)

Case Data Elements Available Locally on a Network for at Least One Year in CA County Probation Departments'
Program Completion / Custody Exit

Program Completion / Custody Exit Very Small Counties | Small Counties | Medium Counties | Large Counties
Regular Supervision Programs 50% 80% 95% 79%
Intensive Supervision Programs 38% 70% 95% 71%
County Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs 25% 60% 76% 43%
Residential Treatment Programs 50% 70% 71% 43%
Mental Health Facilities 38% 50% 67% 50%
Placementsin a Private Group Home 38% 60% 81% 57%
Placements in Foster Care 38% 80% 81% 86%
Confinements in Juvenile Hall 38% 60% 90% 93%
Confinements in a Camp / Ranch 38% 70% 71% 86%
Commitmentsto DJJ 25% 40% 67% 64%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Elements of community-based programs, residential treatment programs and private group home placement included type of program, date program
ordered, date youth began and exited program, and whether program was completed. Elements of foster care and mental health facility placements
included the date placement was ordered and the beginning and exit dates of placement. Elements of facility-based confinement included date placement
began and ended (DJJ confinement also includes the date youth returned on parole€).
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Statistical Appendix
California Commission on Juvenile Justice (CJJ) Survey
December 2008

Section IV
Gaps/ Needs
I nteragency Cooperation / Collaboration
Realignment of Non-707(b) Y outh
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Section | V: Table of Contents

Table
1 Gaps in the Continuum Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need

2 Gaps in the Continuum: Category by County Size
3 Availability of Collaborative Services

4  Timeliness of Collaborative Services

5 Realignment: Background

6 Realignment: Short and Long Term Impacts
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Section 1V: Table 1

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1
Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need
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RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT OPTIONS
6 48 Residential mental health services 6% 0% |38% 53%| 4% 100%
9 46 Residential substance abuse treatment 9% 0% |40% 47%| 4% 100%
2 46 Inpatient dual diagnosis services (non-secure) 2% 2% |26% 60%| 9% 100%
8 42 Secure residential dual diagnosis services 4% 0% [25% 55%|17% 100%
0 31 Residential sex offender treatment 28% 0% |36% 23%|13% 100%
COMMUNITY-BASED TREATMENT OPTIONS

1 45 Substance abuse relapse prevention programs 11% 2% |51% 34%| 2% 100%
1 45 Outpatient dual diagnosis services 13% 0% |55% 30%| 2% 100%
6 43 Outpatient substance abuse treatment 17% 0% |74% 8% | 2% 100%
4 42 Outpatient mental health services 19% 0% |72% 8% | 2% 100%
1 40 Outpatient sex offender treatment 21% 0% [53% 23%| 4% 100%
3 32 Wraparound services 32% 6% |47% 13%| 0% 2% 100%
5 24 Drug court 45% 2% | 15% 30%| 8% 100%
1 1 Other: Mental Health Court 2%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Number of counties (out of 53) that reported that they "need more" or "could use" more of the service dements listed on each row.
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Section 1V Table 1 (continued)

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1
Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need
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AFTERCARE AND RE-ENTRY PROGRAMS
8 45 Aftercare programs 11% 2% |60% 23%| 2% 100%
5 40 Re-entry programs 13% 0% |34% 42%|11% 100%
1 29 DJJ parole services 23% 4% |28% 26%|17% 2% 100%
0 1 Other: Post-release housing 2%
INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROGRAMS

6 42 After-school reporting centers 6% 2% |13% 66%|11% 2% 100%
10 41 Day reporting centers 6% 2% |17% 60%|15% 100%
7 37 Gang reduction / prevention programs 15% 4% 149% 21%|11% 100%
5 35 Evening reporting centers 8% 6% | 8% 58%|21% 100%
6 26 Intensive probation 45% 2% |45% 4% | 4% 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Number of counties (out of 53) that reported that they "need more" or "could use" more of the service elementslisted on each row.
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Section 1V Table 1 (continued)

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1
Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need
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FAMILY INVOLVEMENT AND ALTERNATIVES
4 41 Bilingual services for youth and families 17% 2% |66% 11%]| 4% 100%
4 40 Foster family homes 9% 2% |62% 13%| 9% 4% 100%
1 36 Certified family homes 9% 0% [40% 28%|19% 4% 100%
1 35 In-county group homes (RCL 12 or higher) 17% 0% |45% 21%|15% 2% 100%
0 32 Relative foster homes 30% 0% |51% 9% | 6% 4% 100%
2 30 In-county group homes (RCL 11 or lower) 30% 0% |38% 19%|11% 2% 100%
0 22 Access to out-of-county group homes (RCL 12 +) 55% 0% |40% 2% | 2% 2% 100%
0 14 Access to out-of-county group homes (RCL 11 -) 70% 0% |25% 2% | 2% 2% 100%
SCHOOL-RELATED SERVICES

4 35 School probation officers 23% 6% |53% 13%| 6% 100%
1 34 Truancy intervention / prevention programs 26% 2% |51% 13%| 8% 100%
2 18 Alternative or continuation schools 62% 2% |32% 2% | 2% 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% Number of counties (out of 53) that reported that they "need more" or "could use" more of the service elements listed on each row.
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Section 1V Table 1 (continued)

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1
Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need
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STAFF TRAINING
1 30 Staff training programs 38% 2% [55% 2% | 4% 100%
1 29 Staff training facilities 38% 0% [32% 23%| 8% 100%
2 3 Other: Need to fill empty positions/jobs 6%
COMMUNITY INVOLVMENT IN PROGRAMS
0 36 Victim services 28% 2% (55% 13%| 2% 100%
3 35 Community service programs 30% 2% [49% 17%| 2% 100%
1 29 Community accountability board (CAB) 11% 2% [15% 40% |32% 100%
2 29 Work programs (not for community service) 34% 2% [19% 36% | 9% 100%
DIVERSION PROGRAMS
0 35 Police diversion in lieu of referring to probation 23% 0% [34% 32% | 11% 100%
2 22 Probation-operated diversion in lieu of filing petition 53% 4% [38% 4% | 2% 100%
0 22 Probation-operated diversion after filing petition 40% 2% [28% 13%|15% 2% 100%
1 23 Peer court / teen court 28% 0% [13% 30% |28% 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

% Number of counties (out of 53) that reported that they "need more" or "could use" more of the service el ements listed on each row.
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Section 1V Table 1 (continued)

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1

Ordered by Category: Highest to Lowest Need
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ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION
5 28 Assessment center in lieu of detention 9% 2% | 4% 49%|36% 100%
2 29 Electronic monitoring (with GPS) 19% 4% |17% 38%|23% 100%
0 15 Electronic monitoring (without GPS) 64% 0% |19% 9% | 8% 100%
2 13 House arrest / home detention programs 70% 0% |23% 2% | 6% 100%
INFORMAL & REGULAR PROBATION PROGRAMS
6 23 Regular probation 55% 2% (43% 0% | 0% 100%
1 21 Dual status / supervision (241.1 WIC) 34% 0% (23% 17%|26% 100%
0 11 Informal probation T7% 2% |19% 2% | 0% 100%
2 36 Programs for runaway and other 601 youth 15% 2% |28% 40%|15% 100%
COUNTY CUSTODY PROGRAMS
4 25 In-county ranch or camp facilities 26% 4% |21% 26%|23% 100%
4 17 In-county juvenile hall 58% 4% |26% 6% | 4% 2% 100%
0 12 Access to out-of-county ranch or camp 34% 2% |15% 8% |42% 100%
0 4 Access to out-of-county juvenile hall 30% 0% | 8% 0% |62% 100%
| ’ Other: In—c.ustod_y sex offender treatment; % 2%
In-custody juvenile hall treatment program

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.

2 Number of counties (out of 53) that reported that they "need more" or "could use' more of the service elements listed on each row.
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Section 1V: Table 2

Gaps in the Juvenile Justice Continuum Identified by CA County Probation Departments1
Category by County Size

Gap52 reported by: ~ Very Small Small Medium Large
Gty Counties Counties Counties Counties
Intensive Supervison Programs 10% 20% 25% 24%
Residential Treatment Options 10% 20% 14% 19%
Community-Based Treatment Options 24% 10% 13% 17%
Aftercare / Re-Entry Programs 10% 7% 6% 14%
Alternatives to Detention 0% 3% 5% 12%
Informal and Regular Probation Supervison Programs 10% 0% 2% 7%
County Custody Programs 5% 3% 8% 5%
Community Involvement in Programs 10% 3% 5% 2%
Family Involvment and Alternatives 19% 10% 11% 0%
School- Related Services 5% 10% 5% 0%
Staff Training 0% 13% 3% 0%
Diversion Programs 0% 0% 3% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
% Percent of counties that reported that they "need more" or "could use' more of the service elements in each of these categories.
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Section 1V: Table 3

Availability of Collaborative Services Reported by CA County Probation Departments'

Services are AVAILABLE Most of the time|Some of the time| Rarely or never | Not Applicable Totd
% % % % %

Child welfare services 60.4 37.7 19 0.0 100.0
Outpatient mental health services 52.8 35.8 94 1.9 100.0
Inpatient mental health services 18.9 151 64.2 1.9 100.0
Outpatient substance abuse treatment 56.6 34.0 7.5 1.9 100.0
Inpatient substance abuse treatment 24.5 15.1 56.6 3.8 100.0
Medical services 75.5 17.0 3.8 3.8 100.0
Volunteer services 37.7 37.7 17.0 7.5 100.0
Education services 90.6 9.4 0.0 0.0 100.0
Courts 94.3 3.8 19 0.0 100.0
Digtrict attorney 92.5 7.5 0.0 0.0 100.0
Public defender 86.8 11.3 19 0.0 100.0
Local law enforcement 94.3 5.7 0.0 0.0 100.0

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section 1V: Table4

Timeliness of Collaborative Services Reported by CA County Probation Departments”

Sarvices are TIMELY M Ofitrg; the Sorr;arr(]); the Rarely or never | Not Applicable| Missing Totd
% % % % % %

Child welfare services 45.3 49.1 57 0.0 100.0
Outpatient mental health services 37.7 52.8 75 1.9 100.0
Inpatient mental health services 15.1 26.4 52.8 57 100.0
Outpatient substance abuse treatment 49.1 39.6 94 1.9 100.0
Inpatient substance abuse treatment 24.5 22.6 47.2 5.7 100.0
Medical services 75.5 17.0 3.8 3.8 100.0
Volunteer services 434 35.8 9.4 11.3 100.0
Education services 83.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Courts 96.2 0.0 1.9 1.9 100.0
District attorney 925 3.8 0.0 1.9 19 100.0
Public defender 83.0 113 3.8 0.0 19 100.0
Local law enforcement 94.3 5.7 0.0 0.0 100.0

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section IV: Table 5
Realignment of Non-707(b) Youth Statewide
Situation Prior to Changein Law as Reported by CA County Probation Departments"

, , Nearly adways | Sometimes| Rarely [ Never | Missing | Tota
Frequency of Commitment to DJJinLast 5 Years
(prior to change in law) % % % % % %
3.8 37.7 45.3 9.4 3.8 100.0
Typical Offense History of Non-707(b) Y outh NEEI eSS QUL Never e
% % % % % %
Multiple prior adjudications 717 18.9 0.0 94 100.0
One or more prior 707(b) adjudications 15.1 62.3 11.3 9.4 1.9 100.0
Typical Programs/ Services Received Nearly always |  Often Never | N/A | Missng [ Total
Prior to DJJ Commitment % % % % % %
Diversion and/or informal probation 434 434 1.9 11.3 100.0
Probation without confinement (home on probation) 60.4 245 1.9 13.2 100.0
Confinement in juvenile hall 73.6 17.0 0.0 94 100.0
Confinement in aranch or camp 50.9 28.3 9.4 11.3 100.0
Out of home placement 47.2 43.4 1.9 75 100.0
Placement in alternative school 45.3 39.6 19 13.2 100.0
Outpatient mental health services 26.4 58.5 1.9 13.2 100.0
Inpatient mental health services 11.3 30.2 37.7 20.8 100.0
Outpatient substance abuse services 45.3 45.3 0.0 94 100.0
Inpatient substance abuse services 13.2 35.8 34.0 17.0 100.0
Other treatment services 321 321 1.9 321 19 100.0

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that completed the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Section IV: Table 6
Realignment of Non-707(b) Youth Statewide
Actual or Anticipated Short and Long Term Impactson CA County Probation Departments'

Actual or Anticipated County Effects of Realignment SSEERD | e i Not an [ssue My et
% % % % %
Insufficient resources to supervise 20.8 47.2 32.1 100.0
Lack of confinement options for youth > 18 22.6 66.0 11.3 100.0
Lack of appropriate local treatment options 34.0 52.8 13.2 100.0
Early termination of parole for youth > 18 35.8 34.0 30.2 100.0
Increased use of placement 11.3 56.6 30.2 19 100.0
Increased use of custody (in JH or camp) 151 73.6 94 19 100.0
More direct files 11.3 43.4 415 3.8 100.0
More fitness hearings 13.2 32.1 52.8 19 100.0
Changesin DA charging and/or bargaining practices 11.3 49.1 37.7 19 100.0
Lobbying to undo part, or all, of the realignment initiative 5.7 22.6 69.8 19 100.0
Failure of state to continue funding realignment 94 79.2 11.3 100.0

! Based on the 53 of 58 county probation departments that compl eted the California Commission on Juvenile Justice Survey, August 2008.
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Survey Instrument

CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON JUVENILE JusTICE (CJJ)
SURVEY OF CALIFORNIA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
SURVEY: AuGusT 2008
REPORT: DECEMBER 2008

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
Survey
Section

1 Juvenile Justice Continuum: Gaps/ Needs
2 Risk & Needs Assessments

3 Non Court-Ordered Early Intervention
4 Court-Ordered Community Supervision
5 Intensive Supervision

6 Custody: Juvenile Hall

7 Custody: County Secure Facility

8 Aftercare/ Re-Entry

9 Interagency Cooperation / Collaboration
10 Fiscal Constraints

11 Data & Records

12 Realignment of Non 707(b) Y outh

for questions or feedback, contact:
Karen Hennigan, Ph.D. (hennigan@usc.edu)
Kathy A. Kolnick, Ph.D. (kolnick@usc.edu)

Christopher Murray & Associates
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CJJ Survey: Section 1

JUVENILE JUSTICE  Contactperson:

CONTINUUM: Phone:

GAPS / NEEDS Email

GAPL DO YOU CURRENTLY OFFER THE
PROGRAM / SERVICE LISTED BELOW

(OR PLAN TO IN THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR)?

County:

IF YES—MARK ONE OF

THE 3 CHOICES BELOW
FUNDED
HAVE
ENOUGH NEED NEXT
MORE FISCAL
NOW

IF NO—MARK
ONE OF THE 2
CHOICES
BELOW

Coutb  DoN'T
USE NEED

NUMBER
YOUR
TOP

THREE

PRIORITIES

Assessment center in lieu of detention

Police diversion in lieu of referring to probation
Probation-operated diversion in lieu of filing petition
Probation-operated diversion after filing petition
Programs for runaway and other 601 youth
Truancy intervention / prevention programs
Peer court / teen court

Community accountability board (CAB)
Informal probation

Regular probation

Intensive probation

Drug court

School probation officers

Alternative or continuation schools for delinquent youth
Wraparound services

Dual status / supervision (241.1 WIC)

Bilingual services for youth and/or families
Gang reduction / prevention programs

House arrest / home detention programs
Electronic monitoring (without GPS)

Electronic monitoring (with GPS)

Day reporting centers

After-school reporting centers

Evening reporting centers

Community service programs

Work programs (not for community service)

DOddougboudoogbbgdbogoogodn
DO0dbogooodoodbbgdbodgoogodn
DOddougboudoogbbgdbogoogodn

DOddougboudoogbbgdbogoogodn
DOddougboudoogbbgdbogoogodn

DOddougboudoogbbgdbogoogodn
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CJJ Survey: Section 1 (continued)

DO YOU CURRENTLY OFFER THE
PROGRAM / SERVICE LISTED BELOW

(OR PLAN TO IN THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR)?

IF YES—MARK ONE OF

THE 3 CHOICES BELOW
FUNDED
HAVE
ENOUGH NEED NEXT
MORE FISCAL
NOW

IF NO—MARK
ONE OF THE 2
CHOICES
BELOW

Coutb  DoN'T
USE NEED

NUMBER
YOUR
TOP

THREE

PRIORITIES

Relative foster homes

Certified family homes

Foster family homes

In-county group homes (RCL 12 or above)
In-county group homes (RCL 11 or below)
Access to out-of-county group homes (RCL 12 or above)
Access to out-of-county group homes (RCL 11 or below)
In-county juvenile hall

Access to out-of-county juvenile hall

In-county ranch or camp facilities

Access to out-of-county ranch or camp
Outpatient substance abuse treatment
Residential substance abuse treatment
Substance abuse relapse prevention programs
Outpatient mental health services

Residential mental health services

Outpatient dual diagnosis services

Inpatient dual diagnosis services (non-secure)
Secure residential dual diagnosis services
Outpatient sex offender treatment

Residential sex offender treatment

Re-entry programs

Aftercare programs

DJJ parole services

Victim services

Staff training programs

Staff training facilities

Other

(describe)

Other

(describe)

Other

(describe)

DU 0 odbbidbbddbbgdbboddooodoogn
DU 0 odbbddbbddbbddbbodooodoogn
DU 0 odbbidbbddbbgdbboddooodoogn

DU 0 odbbidbbddbbgdbboddooodoogn
DU 0 odbbidbbddbbgdbboddooodoogn

DU 0 Wodbbddbbddbbyddbbddooodoogn
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CJJ Survey: Section 2

RISK & NEEDS Contact person:
ASSESSMENTS Phone: County:
Email:

Four purposes for assessments are defined for this survey: two are for intervention / treatment purposes and two are for
detention-related purposes.

ASSESSMENT FOR INTERVENTION / TREATMENT PURPOSES
1st purpose is to assess RISK OF RE-OFFENDING

Judgments about risk of re-offending form the basis of important decisions regarding the selection of the
appropriate level of juvenile justice intervention or sanction. Research shows that matching the juvenile's
risk of re-offending to the intensity of the intervention or sanction provided (higher risk = more intense
response; lower risk = very low intensity response) is critical to achieving favorable outcomes. A validated
"actuarial-type" risk assessment tool identifies youth with a low, medium or high risk of re-offending based
on empirically-weighted risk factors.

2nd purpose is to assess TREATMENT-RELATED NEEDS

Treatment-related assessments can be broken down into two parts:

1. Traditional assessments used to identify physical health, mental health, education and other specific
treatment needs, and

2. Assessments of criminogenic risk / need factors based on the research literature.

Assessment tools designed to identify criminogenic risk / needs will, among other things, measure a
youth’s history of antisocial behavior; antisocial personality patterns; antisocial attitudes, values and
beliefs; and association with antisocial peers.

It is this second type of treatment-related assessment that is the subject of this part of the survey.

ASSESSMENT FOR DETENTION PURPOSES
3rd purpose is to assess risks related to the DECISION TO DETAIN OR RELEASE

The decision whether to hold a juvenile in a detention facility or release to a parent or guardian should be
based on legal requirements as well as judgments about risk to self and others.

4t purpose is to assess CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION

This assessment provides the basis for making housing decisions based on the level of threat that youth
in secure facilities pose to themselves, to others in custody or to the facility staff.

THERE ARE FOUR PARTS TO THIS SECTION OF THE SURVEY, ONE FOR EACH ASSESSMENT PURPOSE
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CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)

PURPOSE 1: ASSESSMENT FOR INTERVENTION / TREATMENT PURPOSES
RISK OF RE-OFFENDING

Based on our interpretation of the recent JJDP and CPOC
surveys, your department reported using this tool DROP IN ASSESSMENT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED
to assess risk of re-offending (blank if none reported):

check if YES NOT YET
LEAVEBLANKIFNO  BUT FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR

RN1  Are you currently using this assessment tool for this purpose? [] []

If not, please write in the name of the tool currently used or
leave blank to indicate that no tool is used for this purpose.

If FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR, write name of new tool.

RN2  |f an assessment tool is being used, how is the risk of re-offending scored?

By standard range for low, medium, high risk [ ]
By other standard cut-offs [

Provides raw numeric score without standard cut-offs [_]

Explain:
checkif YES —yyr pirpicULTY
LEAVE BLANK IF NO
If JCPSS could accept the data, could you add level of risk to the data n ]
already submitted?
If NO Or WITH DIFFICULTY,

what are the barriers to reporting
the results (e.g. categorical results
such as high, medium, low risk) of
the risk assessment to JCPSS:

IF YOU USE A RISK-TO-REOFFEND ASSESSMENT TOOL, CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE;
IFNOT, GO TO PAGE 4
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CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)
ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU USE A RISK-TO-REOFFEND ASSESSMENT TOOL

Has this tool been validated on your own juvenile probation population check if YES

RN4 . . . . .. .
or a juvenile population elsewhere that is similar to that in your county? LEAVE BLANK IF NO

UNKNOWN

[l
[l

It has been validated

0O

It has been validated in the last 5 years

- - . 5
RN5  When do you administer this assessment? Check all that apply

Prior to referral (e.g. by law enforcement considering diversion) ]

upon referral to probation []

upon arrival at a detention center []

when a petition is to be filed in court ]

upon adjudication []

at intake for one or more programs []

at specified intervals to track progress []

to reassess juvenile at termination []
If OTHER,
please
describe
here:

\ is thi ?
RN6  For what purposes is this assessment used? Check allthat apply:

for decision to file, close or take some other action []

for diversion decision ]

to determine level of supervision []

to determine referral to DA’s office for petition []

to determine placement in a specific program ]

for case management purposes L]

To assist in dispositional recommendations []

to determine treatment options within a program ]
If OTHER,
please
describe
here:

CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE

CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)
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PURPOSE 2: ASSESSMENT FOR INTERVENTION / TREATMENT PURPOSES

TREATMENT-RELATED NEEDS—CRIMINOGENIC RISK / NEED FACTORS

Based on our interpretatiOn of the recent JJDP and CPOC DROP IN ASSESSMENT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED

surveys, your department reported using this tool to assess . . . q
criminogenic risk / need factors (blank if none reported): [restrict to criminogenic needs assessment]

check if YES NOT YET
LEAVEBLANKIFNO  BUT FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR

RN7  Are you currently using this assessment tool for this purpose? [] []

If not, please write in the name of the tool currently used or
leave blank to indicate that no tool is used for this purpose.

If FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR, Write name of new tool.

RN8  [f an assessment tool is used, how is the overall level of need for treatment determined?

By standard range for low, medium, high need [ ]
By other standard cut-offs  [_]

By raw numeric score without standard cut-offs [ ]

Explain:
check if YES WITH DIFFICULTY
LEAVE BLANK IF NO
ano  |FJCPSS could accept the data, could you add level of need to the data n ]

already submitted?

If NO OF WITH DIFFICULTY,
what are the barriers to
reporting the results (e.g.
categories such as high,
medium, low) of the needs
assessment to JCPSS?

IF YOU USE A TREATMENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT TOOL, CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE;
IFNOT, GO TO PAGE 6
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CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)

ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU USE A TREATMENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT TOOL

RN Has this tool been validated on your own juvenile probation population check if YES
N10 . . . . . . UNKNOWN
or a juvenile population elsewhere that is similar to that in your county? LEAVE BLANK IF NO
It has been validated ] []
It has been validated in the last 5 years [] []

RN11  When do you administer this assessment? Check allthat apply:
upon referral to probation

upon arrival at a detention center
when a petition is to be filed in court
upon adjudication

at intake for one or more programs

at specified intervals to track progress

odoogn

to reassess juvenile at termination

If OTHER, please
describe here:

RN12  For what purposes is this assessment used? Check all that apply
to determine type of services required
to determine placement in a specific program

for case management purposes

odo

to determine treatment options within a program

If OTHER, please
describe here:

CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE
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CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)

PURPOSE 3: ASSESSMENT FOR DETENTION PURPOSES

DETENTION / RELEASE DECISION

Based on our interpretation of the recent JJDP and CPOC

surveys, your department reported using this tool to inform
the decision to detain or release youth brought to a DROP IN ASSESSMENT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED

detention facility (blank if none reported):

check if YES NOT YET
LEAVEBLANKIFNO  BUT FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR
xni;  Areyou currently using this assessment tool for this ] W

purpose?

If not, please write in the name of the tool currently used or
leave blank to indicate that no tool is used for this purpose.

If FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR, Write name of new tool.

IF YOU USE ADETENTION /RELEASE TOOL, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

RN 14 Has this tool been validated on your own juvenile probation population check if YES
. . . LT . UNKNOWN
or a juvenile population elsewhere that is similar to that in your county? LEAVE BLANK IF NO
It has been validated [] []
It has been validated in the last 5 years [] []

: - . 5
RN15  When do you administer this assessment? Check allthat apply:

upon arrival at a detention center []
prior to first appearance []
If OTHER, please
describe here:
CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE

CJJ Survey: Section 2 (continued)
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PURPOSE 4: ASSESSMENT FOR DETENTION PURPOSES

CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION

Based on our interpretation of the recent JJDP and CPOC

surveys, your department reported using this tool for custody
classification of youth in a secure facility (blank if none DROP IN ASSESSMENT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED

reported):
check if YES NOT YET
LEAVEBLANKIFNO  BUT FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR
RN16  Are you currently using this assessment tool for this purpose? [] ]

If not, please write in the name of the tool currently used or
leave blank to indicate that no tool is used for this purpose.

If FUNDED NEXT FISCAL YEAR, Write name of new tool.

check if YES
RN17  Does your detention facility have living units with different security levels? ]

IF YOU USE A CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION TOOL, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

Has this tool been validated on your own juvenile probation population check if YES

RN18 . . . . .. .
or a juvenile population elsewhere that is similar to that in your county? LEAVE BLANK IF NO UNKNOWN
It has been validated [] []
It has been validated in the last 5 years |:| |:|

RN1 ini i ?
N19  When do you administer this assessment Check al that apply:
upon admission to a detention center
upon transfer to another facility

upon cause (fight, contraband, etc.)

oo

at specified intervals

If OTHER, please
describe here:
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CJJ Survey: Section 3
NON COURT-ORDERED  Contact person:

EARLY INTERVENTION Phone: County:

Email:

(including probation diversion, informal probation under 654.1 WIC, teen court, etc)

Please complete this part of the survey for each early intervention program. We have filled in what your department
reported on the 2006 JJIDP Survey. Confirm, correct or update the information, or note discontinued programs.

Program 1 Update or correct as needed:

FIRST PROGRAM NAME Ell

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: [ ]  EI2  If this program no longer exists, check here: [ ] EI3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

I XXX I Average number of days in program El4 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth .
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) B>
I XX I Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program EI6 |

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
EI7  The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: ~ EI8  The need for services for most youth in this program is:

(] High ] High

[] Moderate [] Moderate

] Low O Low

[]  Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed ] Unknown—need for services not formally assessed

[] unknown—assessment by others ] Unknown—assessment by others

[]  Not applicable—program given regardless of level of risk ] Not applicable—program given regardless of level of need
Program 2 Update or correct as needed:

NEXT PROGRAM NAME EIl

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: [ ]  EI2  Ifthis program no longer exists, check here: [ ]  EI3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

I XXX I Average number of days in program El4 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) EIS
I XX I Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program EI6 |

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
EI7  The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: ~ EI8  The need for services for most youth in this program is:

High High
Moderate Moderate
Low Low

Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed Unknown—need for services not formally assessed

Unknown—assessment by others Unknown—assessment by others

Oooood
Oooood

Not applicable—program given regardless of level of risk Not applicable—program given regardless of level of need
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CJJ Survey: Section 4

Contact person:
COURT-ORDERED o p—
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION T

(including WIC 241.1, 601, 602, 654.2, 725a & 790)

Please complete this part of the survey for each court-ordered community supervision program. We have filled in what
your department reported on the 2006 JJDP Survey. Confirm, correct or update the information, or note discontinued
programs.

Program 1 Update or correct as needed:

FIRST PROGRAM NAME M1

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: ~ []  IM2  If this program no longer exists, check here: ~ []  IM3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

| XXX | Average number of days in program M4 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth .
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) IM3
I XX I Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program M6 I

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
M7 The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: M8  The need for services for most youth in this program is:

[] High ] High

] Moderate [] Moderate

] Low ] Low

[]  Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed [] Uunknown—need for services not formally assessed

[] Unknown—assessment by others [] Unknown—assessment by others

[] Notapplicable—program given regardless of level of risk ] Not applicable—program given regardless of level of need
Program 2 Update or correct as needed:

NEXT PROGRAM NAME M1

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: ~ []  IM2 If this program no longer exists, check here: ~ []  IM3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

| XXX | Average number of days in program M4 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth .
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) I3
I XX I Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program IM6 I

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
IM7  The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: ~ IM8  The need for services for most youth in this program is:

High High
Moderate Moderate
Low Low

Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed Unknown—need for services not formally assessed

Unknown—assessment by others Unknown—assessment by others

oogood
Ooooood

Not applicable—program given regardless of level of risk Not applicable—program given regardless of level of need

CJJ Survey: Section 5
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|NTENS|VE Contact person:

SUPERVISION Phone: County:

Email:

Please complete this part of the survey for each intensive supervision program. We have filled in what your
department reported on the 2006 JIDP Survey. Confirm, correct or update the information, as appropriate.

Program 1 Update or correct as needed:

FIRST PROGRAM NAME 11

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: [ ]  1S2  Ifthis program no longer exists, check here: [ | 1S3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

| XXX | Average number of days in program 184 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth .
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) 153

| XX | Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program 186 |

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
187 The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: 158 The need for services for most youth in this program is:

High High
Moderate Moderate
Low Low

Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed Unknown—need for services not formally assessed

Unknown—assessment by others Unknown—assessment by others

Oooogno
Oooogno

Not applicable—program given regardless of level of risk Not applicable—program given regardless of level of need

189 This program is aimed at SPECIAL POPULATIONS: (check all that apply)
Not applicable—program not aimed

O at any particular population O Females

] Mentallyill youth ] Young offenders

[] Developmentally disabled youth ] Violent offenders

] Mentally retarded youth ] Non-violent offenders

[] Sexoffenders ] Youth with major school issues

[] Gang-involved youth ] Residents of high crime areas

[] Substance abusing youth ] Families

] Youth requiring a high level of security ] Direct file minors pending adult court
D (Od(tegfrirbe) D 8ttezcerirbe)

CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE
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1811

If you checked YES above, what is the

Are components of this
program evidence-based?

Is this entire program an
evidence-hased model?

CJJ Survey: Section 5 (continued)
INTENSIVE SUPERVISION Program 1 (continued):

UNKNOWN

[
[

check if YES

[
[

[l

basis for the program’s designation as

evidence-based? (check all that apply)

[l

DESCRIBE IF “YES”

National research and
evaluation

California or other local
research and evaluation

(e.g. Blueprints for Violence Reduction —
www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints,
0JJDP Model Programs—

Program content / Service delivery

1S12

Ooodooodoooogoooogonoogg

Other
(describe):

Other
(describe):

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

This program addresses / includes: (check all that apply)

Family involvement in program

Reducing family conflict / dysfunction
Improving parenting skills (for parents of youth)
Improving parenting skills (youth who are parents)
Housing referrals

Healthcare referrals

Tutoring / literacy / GED

Recreation or physical activity

Creative expression

Interpersonal skills

Character development

Life skills training

Vocational training

Employability skills

Work / labor

Independent living skills

Mentoring

Community service

Behavioral health (HIV, sexual)

Drug awareness education

Substance abuse treatment / relapse prevention
Drug testing

Drug court

Oooobooooboogoooogooogdg

Peer support programs (e.g. AA, NA)

Mental illness

Stress / anxiety

Self esteem

Increasing self control / self management skills
Management of anger and/or aggression
Prosocial modeling

Reducing cognitive distortions (“thinking errors”)
Reducing antisocial attitudes

Reducing association with antisocial peers
Individual counseling

Family counseling

Group counseling

Cognitive behavioral therapy

Aggression replacement therapy

Multisystemic therapy

Discipline (“boot camp” approach)

Challenge / adventure (“Outward Bound” concepts)
Restitution

Victim / offender mediation

Restorative Justice

Wraparound services

CJJ Survey: Section 6
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CUSTODY: Contact person:
JUVENILE HALL Phone: County:

Email:

Please complete this part of the survey for each facility. We have filled in what your dept. reported on the 2006 JJDP Survey.

H . drop in from As of
Name dropped in here CA-rated capacity: | ““sa” | osioar200
What percent of minors currently at this facility % | What is your current staffed e
are commitments from other counties? 0 capacity at this facility?
Per the 2006 JJDP Survey, for youth in this juvenile hall more than 30 days,
a typical 24-hour day looked approximately like this (left blank if not reported):
EDUCATION | TREATMENT | INRooMm SLEEP | RECREATION OTHER
_____ —_——— L - - - ] ACTVITIES
X X X X X X = 24 hours
Is this still correct? checkifvEs [] JH3
IF YOU CANNOT EASILY UPDATE THE INFORMATION ABOVE, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT SECTION BELOW: I:I JH4

IF ATYPICAL 24-HOUR DAY IS NOW DIFFERENT—AND THE INFORMATION IS EASILY AVAILABLE—MAKE CORRECTIONS BELOW:
(please make sure that the total is equal to 24 hours)

OTHER
EDUCATION | TREATMENT IN RoOM SLEEP | RECREATION
_____ —_— - - - -} ACTVITES
JHS = 24 hours
PLEASE GIVE MORE DETAIL ABOUT THE CATEGORIES OF TREATMENT:
PART | jue | PARTH JH7 PROVIDER
IF YOU CANNOT EASILY [] | ProsaTioN  LicENsED OTHER  CONTRACT  VOLUNTEERS
COMPLETE PART Il OR DETENTION COUNTY STAFF  COUNTY  SPECIALISTS

NoT CHECK THIS BOX AND OFFICERS EMPLOYEES
CATEGORIES PROVIDED] GO ON TO NEXT PAGE
Mental health TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
treatment & ] FOR THIS SERVICE:
Counse”ng Services AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
Substance abuse TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
treatment & counseling 0 FOR THIS SERVICE:

(excluding peer

Support, e.q. AA, NA) AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:

TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK

Medical / psychiatric 0 FOR THIS SERVICE:
treatment & services AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
Curriculum-based TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
programs I:’ FOR THIS SERVICE:
(e.0 Chqracte_r ) AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
c ? s

] TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
Other services 0 FOR THIS SERVICE:
& programs AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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CJJ Survey: Section 6 (continued)

CUSTODY: JUVENILE HALL (continued)
Jno - Programs in this facility address / include: (check all that apply)

Family involvement in program
Transition to home and community
Reducing family conflict / dysfunction

Housing referrals

Healthcare referrals

Tutoring / literacy / GED
College prep / credit
Recreation or physical activity
Creative expression
Interpersonal skills

Character development

Life skills training

Vocational training
Employability skills

Work / labor

Independent living skills
Mentoring

Community service
Behavioral health (HIV, sexual)
Drug awareness education

Improving parenting skills (for parents of youth)
Improving parenting skills (youth who are parents)

Substance abuse treatment / relapse prevention
Drug testing

Drug court

Peer support programs (e.g. AA, NA)

Mental illness

Stress / anxiety

Self esteem

Increasing self control / self management skills
Management of anger and/or aggression
Prosocial modeling

Reducing cognitive distortions (“thinking errors”)
Reducing antisocial attitudes

Reducing association with antisocial peers
Individual counseling

Family counseling

Group counseling

Cognitive behavioral therapy

Aggression replacement therapy

Multisystemic therapy

Discipline (“boot camp” approach)

Challenge / adventure (“Outward Bound” concepts)
Wraparound services

Ooooooooooooooogoooogno

O doobdoooooobooonoooooo

Other m Other
(describe) (describe)
check if YES  UNKNOWN  DESCRIBE, IF “YES”
Are components of this
H10 -
! program evidence-based? D D
Is this entire program an D D

evidence-based model?

If you checked YEs above, what is the D
basis for the program'’s designation as
evidence-bhased? (check all that apply) |:|

Natlona_l research and (e.g. Blueprints for Violence Reduction —
evaluation www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints,

California or other local 0JJDP Model Programs— .
research and evaluation www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/mpg_index.htm)

JH1t  This program is aimed at SPECIAL POPULATIONS: (check all that apply)

Not applicable, program not aimed
at any particular population
Mentally ill youth

Developmentally disabled youth
Mentally retarded youth

Sex offenders

Gang-involved youth

Substance abusing youth

Youth requiring a high level of security

Females

Young offenders

Violent offenders

Non-violent offenders

Youth with major school issues
Residents of high crime areas
Families

Direct file minors pending adult court

O dopboodog d

Other

(describe)

O dopboodng ™

Other

(describe)
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CUSTODY:
COUNTY SECURE FACILITY

CJJ Survey: Section 7

Contact person:

Phone:

County:

Email:

Please complete this part of the survey for each facility. We have filled in what your dept. reported on the 2006 JJDP Survey.

H Lo drop in from As of
Name dropped in here CSA-rated capacity: [ U, | oi2/2008
What percent of minors currently at this % | cn What is your current staffed CR2
facility are commitments from other counties? 0 capacity at this facility?

Average sta Is the average length . ... Ifnot, please enter the corrected .
e | renite e o checkifves [] s P : CR4
in days: of stay still correct? average length of stay:

Per the 2006 JJDP Survey, for youth in this facility a typical 24-hour day looked approximately like this:
EDUCATION | TREATMENT IN Room SLEEP | RECREATION OTHER
L 4 | _ | __ . _L Acmvimes_
X X X X X = 24 hours
Is this still correct? checkifves [ CR5
IF YOU CANNOT EASILY UPDATE THE INFORMATION ABOVE, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT SECTION BELOW: D CR6
IF ATYPICAL 24-HOUR DAY IS NOW DIFFERENT—AND THE INFORMATION IS EASILY AVAILABLE—MAKE CORRECTIONS BELOW:
(please make sure that the total is equal to 24 hours)
EDUCATION | TREATMENT IN Room SLEEP | RECREATION OTHER
L _ 1 - | _ _ _ _L _AcTwviTES_
CR7 = 24 hours
PLEASE GIVE MORE DETAIL ABOUT THE CATEGORIES OF TREATMENT:
PART | crs | PARTI CR9 PROVIDER
IF YOU CANNOT EASILY |:| PROBATIONOR  LICENSED OTHER ~ CONTRACT  VOLUNTEERS
COMPLETE PART I, DETENTION COUNTY STAFF  COUNTY SPECIALISTS
NONE CHECK THIS BOX AND OFFICERS EMPLOYEES
CATEGORIES PROVIDED GO ON TO NEXT PAGE
Mental health TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
treatment & D CND TUIC cCDVINrC"
Counse"ng services AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
Substance abuse TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
treatment & counseling D FOR THIS SERVICE:
(eXC|Uding peer AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
support, e.g. AA, NA) '
. L TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
Med|cal / pSyCh|a.tr|C D CAD TUIQ QED\/INE"
treatment & services AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK;
Curriculum-based TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
programs 0 FOR THIS SERVICE:
(e'g' Cha_raCte_r Q) AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK:
c ”
A TOTAL PROVIDER HOURS / WEEK
Other services n CAD TUIC cEDVIAE:
& programs AVERAGE # YOUTH SERVED / WEEK;
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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CJJ Survey: Section 7 (continued)
CUSTODY: COUNTY SECURE FACILITY (continued)

CRI1 Programs in this facility address / include: (check all that apply)
(] Family involvement in program []  Substance abuse treatment / relapse prevention
] Transition to home and community ] Drug testing
(]  Reducing family conflict / dysfunction (] Drug court
] Improving parenting skills (for parents of youth) ] Peer support programs (e.g. AA, NA)
]  Improving parenting skills (youth who are parents) [] Mentalillness
[]  Housing referrals [] Stress/anxiety
[] Healthcare referrals [] Self esteem
[]  Tutoring/ literacy / GED []  Increasing self control / self management skills
] College prep / credit [] Management of anger and/or aggression
]  Recreation or physical activity ] Prosocial modeling
[] Competitive sports programs / CIF sports []  Reducing cognitive distortions (“thinking errors”)
[] Creative expression []  Reducing antisocial attitudes
] Interpersonal skills []  Reducing association with antisocial peers
[] Character development [] Individual counseling
[]  Life skills training ] Family counseling
] Vocational training ] Group counseling
] Employability skills ] Cognitive behavioral therapy
(] Work/ labor (e.g. forestry, fire fighting, food service, custodial) [ ] Aggression replacement therapy
[]  Independent living skills (] Multisystemic therapy
(] Mentoring ] Discipline (“boot camp” approach)
(] Community service [] Challenge / adventure (“Outward Bound” concepts)
[] Behavioral health (HIV, sexual) ] Wraparound services
[]  Drug awareness education
D g(tegfrirbe) D 8}522:.%)
check if YES ~ UNKNOWN _ DESCRIBE, IF “YES”
CR12

Are components of this
program evidence-based?

[l

[
[

Is this entire program an
evidence-based model?

If you checked YES above, what is the
basis for the program’s designation as
evidence-based? (check all that apply)

[l

[l

National research and

evaluation

California or other local
research and evaluation

(e.g. Blueprints for Violence Reduction —
www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints,
0JJDP Model Programs—

CR13

This program is aimed at SPECIAL POPULATIONS: (check all that apply)

Not applicable, program not aimed

at any particular population

Mentally ill youth

Developmentally disabled youth
Mentally retarded youth

Sex offenders

Gang-involved youth

Substance abusing youth

Youth requiring a high level of security

Other

(describe)

O Oooogog o

O Oooggog o
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Females

Young offenders

Violent offenders

Non-violent offenders

Youth with major school issues
Residents of high crime areas
Families

Direct file minors pending adult court

Other

(describe)
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CJJ Survey: Section 8

AFTERCARE / Contact person:
RE-ENTRY Phone: County:
Email:

(re-integrative services that aim to link youth with their families, schools, communities and/or employment)

Please complete this part of the survey for each aftercare / re-entry program. We have filled in what your department
reported on the 2006 JJDP Survey. Confirm, correct or update the information, as appropriate.

Program 1 Update or correct as needed:

FIRST PROGRAM NAME AC

If you cannot easily update the information below, check here: ~ []  AC2  If this program no longer exists, check here: [ ] AC3

If information is easily available, update or correct below as needed:

| XXX | Average number of days in program AC4 |
Approximate frequency of DPO contact with youth
WEEKLY (e.g. face-to-face, phone, overseeing restitution, fines and community service) ACS
| XX | Average overall caseload size for DPOs who work with youth in this program AC6 |

Characteristics of youth in program (check all that apply)
AC7  The risk of re-offense for most youth in this programis: ~ AC8  The need for services for most youth in this program is:

] High ] High
[] Moderate [] Moderate
[1 Low [1 Low
] Unknown—risk to re-offend not formally assessed [] Unknown—need for services not formally assessed
[]  uUnknown—assessment by others [] Unknown—assessment by others
[1 Notapplicable—program given regardless of level of risk []1 Notapplicable—program given regardless of level of need
AC9 This program is aimed at SPECIAL POPULATIONS: (check all that apply)
Not applicable, program not aimed
[ at any particular population O Females
] Mentallyill youth []  Young offenders
[[] Developmentally disabled youth []  Violent offenders
[] Mentally retarded youth []  Non-violent offenders
[] Sexoffenders ]  Youth with major school issues
[] Gang-involved youth ] Residents of high crime areas
[] Substance abusing youth ] Families
] Youth requiring a high level of security ] Direct file minors pending adult court
Other Other
D (describe) D (describe)

CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE
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CJJ Survey: Section 8 (continued)
AFTERCARE / RE-ENTRY Program 1 (continued):

UNKNOWN

[
[l

National research and
evaluation

check if YES

[l
[l

[l
[l

DESCRIBE:, IF “YES”

Are components of this

AC11 .
program evidence-based?

Is this entire program an
evidence-based model?

(e.g. Blueprints for Violence Reduction —
www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints,
0JJDP Model Programs—
www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/mpg_index.htm)

If you checked YES above, what is the
basis for the program’s designation as

evidence-based? (check all that apply) California or other local

research and evaluation

Program content / Service delivery

Actz This program addresses / includes: (check all that apply)
] Family involvement in program ] Drug court
]  Family reunification ]  Peer support programs (e.g. AA, NA)
] Reducing family conflict / dysfunction (] Mentalillness
] Improving parenting skills (for parents of youth) [] Stress/anxiety
] Improving parenting skills (youth who are parents) [] Self esteem
] Housing referrals ] Increasing self control / self management skills
[] Healthcare referrals [] Management of anger and/or aggression
] Tutoring / literacy / GED ] Prosocial modeling
] Recreation or physical activity ]  Reducing cognitive distortions (“thinking errors”)
[] Creative expression [] Reducing antisocial attitudes
[] Interpersonal skills [] Reducing association with antisocial peers
[1 Character development []  Individual counseling
] Life skills training ] Family counseling
[] Vocational training []  Group counseling
] Employability skills [] Cognitive behavioral therapy
1 Work/labor [ ] Aggression replacement therapy
] Independent living skills (] Multisystemic therapy
] Mentoring [] Discipline (“boot camp” approach)
(]  Community service [] Challenge / adventure (“Outward Bound” concepts)
]  Behavioral health (HIV, sexual) [] Restitution
[] Drug awareness education ] Victim/ offender mediation
[] Substance abuse treatment / relapse prevention [] Restorative Justice
] Drugtesting []  Wraparound services
Other
(describe).
Other
(describe):
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CJJ Survey: Section 9

INTERAGENCY Contact person:
COOPERATION/ Phone: County:
COLLABORATION Email

Are you able to get the assistance and cooperation you need in each of the following areas in a timely manner?

SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE
o For each area below, chose the one response that MosT oF SOME OF RARELY Not
best describes your situation THE TIME THE TIME ORNEVER  APPLICABLE
Child welfare services ] L] ] U]
Outpatient mental health services ] L] ] ]
Inpatient mental health services ] L] ] ]
Outpatient substance abuse treatment ] ] L] ]
Inpatient substance abuse treatment ] L] L] ]
Medical services ] ] ] ]
Volunteer services ] L] ] U]
Education services ] L] ] U]
Courts |:| |:| |:| D
District attorney ] L] L] ]
Public defender ] ] ] ]
Local law enforcement ] ] ] L]
Other: ] ] ] U]
SERVICES ARE TIMELY
© For each area below, chose the one response that MosT oF SOME OF RARELY NoTt
best describes your situation THE TIME THETIME ~ ORNEVER  APPLICABLE
Child welfare services ] ] ] ]
Outpatient mental health services ] ] ] ]
Inpatient mental health services ] ] ] ]
Outpatient substance abuse treatment ] ] ] ]
Inpatient substance abuse treatment ] ] ] ]
Medical services ] ] ] ]
Volunteer services ] ] ] ]
Education services ] ] ] Il
Courts |:| |:| |:| D
District attorney ] ] ] U]
Public defender ] ] ] ]
Local law enforcement ] ] L] ]
Other: ] ] ] Il

1C3 Use the space below if you wish to elaborate on any of your answers above:
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CJJ Survey: Section 10
FISCAL CONSTRAINTS Contact person:

Phone: County:

Email:

County and state fiscal constraints require probation departments to prioritize both in operations and facilities

i OPERATING BUDGET — Please describe the top three priorities in your county for
maintaining and/or expanding juvenile justice services, programs and general operations.

OPERATIONS PRIORITY 1

OPERATIONS PRIORITY 2

OPERATIONS PRIORITY 3

CAPITAL BUDGET— Please describe the top three juvenile justice priorities in your county for
facility and infrastructure additions, improvements and/or major maintenance.

FC2

CAPITAL PRIORITY 1

CAPITAL PRIORITY 2

CAPITAL PRIORITY 3
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CJJ Survey: Section 11

DATA & RECORDS Contact person:

Phone:

Email:

County:

Whether you keep youth case records in a case management system or some other system, tell us where the
information below is maintained (defined as historical information going back at least one year) in your county's

juvenile justice system.

DR1

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY

WHERE ARE THESE DATA ELEMENTS

KEPT FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR ONA
LocAL PC

ONA
NETWORK

PAPER
FILES

Not
AVAILABLE

No
HISTORICAL
RECORD

Reqular Supervision Programs
Type of program
Date program ordered
Date youth began program
Date youth exited program
Whether program was completed
Intensive Supervision Programs

Type of program

Date program ordered

Date youth began program

Date youth exited program
Whether program was completed

Confinement in Juvenile Hall

Date placement began
Date placement ended

Confinement in a Camp or Ranch

Date placement began

Date placement ended
Commitment to DJJ

Date commitment ordered

Date commitment began
Date youth returned on parole

Residential Treatment Program
Type of program
Date program ordered
Date youth began program
Date youth exited program
Whether program was completed

Placement in a Private Group Home
Type of program
Date program ordered
Date youth began program
Date youth exited program
Whether program was completed

Ooooog OO0O00oOo oood oo OO0 ooooo ooood
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CJJ Survey: Section 11 (continued)
DATA & RECORDS (continued)

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY
WHERE ARE THESE DATA ELEMENTS No
KEPT FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR ONA ONA PAPER NOT || ToRICAL
LocaLPC | NETWORK FILES AVAILABLE
RECORD
Placement in Foster Care
Date placement ordered O Il Il O] ]
Date youth began placement Ol Ol Ol Ol ]
Date youth exited placement ] ] ] ] ]
Placement in a Mental Health Facility
Date placement ordered ] ] ] ] ]
Date youth began placement U U U U O]
Date youth exited placement ] ] ] ] ]
Placement in a County Aftercare / Re-entry Program
Type of program O O O O O
Date program ordered ] ] ] Il ]
Date youth began program ] ] ] ] ]
Date youth exited program ] ] ] ] ]
Whether program was completed ] ] ] ] ]
Recidivism records NONE (OR CLOSE ABouT ABOUT ABOUT ALL (OR CLOSE
TO NONE) 25% 50% 75% TOALL)
DR2  For what percent of the youth adjudicated in your
county do you track recidivism to the end of the ] ] ] ] ]
program or ordered term?
For what percent of the youth adjudicated in your
county do you track recidivism one year or more after ] ] ] ] ]
the end of the program or ordered term?
NEw
RETURN TO CUSTODY NEW ARREST CONVICTION VARIES OR OTHER (DESCRIBE)
How do you define recidivism? ] ] ]
JCPSS data
Check all that apply
DR3  How does your department Use to prepare administrative reports O
use the data provided to the Use to track outcomes for selected programs or interventions OJ
state Juvenile Court and Use to track outcomes for all adjudicated youth ]
Probation Statistical System Do not have a way to use these data locally O
(JCPSS)?
Other | | Il
How would your department Use to prepare administrative reports ]
like to use the data provided Use to track outcomes for selected programs or interventions OJ
10 JCPSS? Use to track outcomes for all adjudicated youth ]
Not a useful source of data ]
Other | | O
What barriers limit the ways your
department can use the JCPSS data?
CJJ Survey: Section 12
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REALIGNMENT OF Contact person:

NON-?O?(b) YOUTH Phone:

Email:

County:

What do you expect will be the short and long-term impacts of the realignment initiative on your county?

BACKGROUND
RE1 " PRIOR TO THE CHANGE IN THE LAW, HOW OFTEN WERE NON- FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER
707(b) YOUTH COMMITTED TO DJJ FROM YOUR COUNTY IN THE
LAST 5 YEARS? m O O O
If some non-707(b) youth were previously committed to DJJ from your county, please answer the following two questions.
REZ WHAT LOCAL PROGRAMS / SERVICES HAD SUCH YOUTH NEARLY Not
OFTEN NEVER
TYPICALLY RECEIVED PRIOR TO DJJ COMMITMENT? ALWAYS APPLICABLE
Diversion and/or informal probation O O O O
Probation without confinement (home on probation) O O O O
Confinement in juvenile hall O O ] O
Confinement in a ranch or camp O O O ]
Out of home placement O ] O O
Placement in alternative school O | [l O
Outpatient mental health services O O ] O
Inpatient mental health services O O O O
Outpatient substance abuse services O ] ] O
Inpatient substance abuse services O O O O
Other treatment services |:| |:| |:| |:|
Other: | O O O O
Other: | O O O O
RE3  WHAT WAS THE TYPICAL OFFENSE HISTORY OF NON-707(h) NEARLY Not
OFTEN NEVER
YOUTH FORMERLY COMMITED TO DJJ? ALWAYS APPLICABLE
Multiple prior adjudications O] U] ] L]
One or more prior 707(b) adjudication ] U ] []

Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan

ACTUAL OR ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF REALIGNMENT
RE4  PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX(S) FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF REALIGNMENT IN YOUR COUNTY

SHORT LONG
TERM  TERM

Insufficient resources to supervise

Lack of appropriate local treatment options
Increased use of placement

More direct files

Changes in DA charging and/or bargaining
practices

O ooog
0O ooOod

Lack of confinement options for youth > 18
Early termination of parole for youth > 18
Increased use of custody (in JH or camp)

More fitness hearings

Lobbying to undo part, or all, of the realignment
initiative

Failure of state to continue funding realignment

O 0O 0oO0ooo

Not

SHORT LONG AN
TeRM  TERM ISSU

E

0O 00000
O 0O oogo

RE5 | WHAT OTHER SHORT OR LONG-TERM IMPACTS DO YOU EXPECT FROM REALIGNMENT?
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